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Foreword -

e e e e e

Part of the uniqueness of the academic governance structure of a higher
education institution is that the power for decision making lies at the
bottoin rather than at the top; that is, with the faculty vather than the

chicef academic officer. The faculty, either formally or through practice, -

makes decisions on curriculum structure, program offgrings, hiring, pro-
motion, and tenure, and therefore, good leadership is imperative. This
cadership is assigned to the program or department chair. However, of
all the administrative positions in a college this one has the most role
conflict and ambiguity.

The role conflict of the chair stems from how chair appointments are
niade and the resulting questions of personal allegiance versus responsi-
bility for carrying out the decisions of the administration. Most chairs
come from the ranks of the faculiy, see themselves as teachers and'scholars,
and view their chairship as temporary, intending either to return to the
{aculty,or move on to ahigher administrative position. Most chairs achicve
their position through electionyby departmental colleagues rather than by
administrative appointment; reclection, if sanctioned by institutional rule,
is still dependent upon peer vote. As a consequence, department chairs
more often see themselves as part of the faculty sinstead of the adminis-
tration, and tend to represent their colleagues’ wishes and best interests.
It is no wonder that chairs have been described not as administrators but
as “first among equals.”

.From the administration’s point of view, the chair is the primary ad-
ministrator who works directly with faculty to ensure organizational cf-

fectiveness, and who is the frontline supervisor in faculty/administration.

conflicts. The institution yiews the chair's responsibility as one of imple-
menting the decisions of %hc administration.

As external pressures force changes on the institution, the adminis-
tration must pay more attention to the training and development of de-
partment chairs. Especially when change affects faculty interests, there
is a greater need for chairs to have a clear concept of their role within the
governance structure of #h institution. Chairs must be given appropriate
guidance and training, if they are (1) to have sufficient decision-making

gphowers to carry out their responsibilitics, and (2) to return after their term
of office to their original position as an accepted member of the faculty.

In this report, David B. Booth, associate professor in the Department
of Sociologyaand Anthropology at the University of Windsor, reviews the
roic of the department chair and the steps to be taken to make this pesition
more atiractive and effective. Booth's findings help give a clear perspective
on the issues facing the department chair and the means to be used in

, strengthening this link between the faculty and the administration.

Jonathan D, Fife

Director :
Emigr Clearinghouse on Higher Education .
The George Washington University
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The subject of this report is,chairs of academic departiments. The report
places special emphasis on sourees and vonscequences of role contlict, ov-
crload, and ambiguitvin the chair’s position. As interest in administrative
development for presidents and deans grows, it is naturat that this interest
should expand to include chairs as well. Yet, the chair’s role is diffcrent
because it tends to be a short-time role in a quasi-administrative function. V
~ There is controversy over the consequences of short terms for chairs. |
Some sav short terms permit faculty to do what they want even though
institutional interests are damaged. Clark (forthcoming) traces the evo-

" Tution of the practice of electing rather than appointing chairs to a unique

historical development that gives faculty autonomy to monitor and de-
velop scholarship with o minumum of central government control. The
control of departments was placed with institutional administrators rather
than with a central government. This produces conflict between depart-,
ments and the institution and places the chair at the center of contlict.
Controversy between faculty and administration does not necessarily sig-
uily a tailure of leadership. Instead, it may signifyv the culmination of a
historical process that accentuates decentralization. As the chair performs
mediating functions within the institution, role conflict and ambiguity
are normal and to berexpected. '

Chairs may be appointed for a particular 4evm of office. However, the
conditions fostering administrative difficulty, the formalization and rou-
tinization of work, and the scarcity of resources may influence the actual
length of the term more than formal policy does. Plelfer and Moorv (1980)
found this to be true oni two campuses of w large prestigious state university
systgm between 1957 and 197 »

Though formal procedures tor clection and term of office may have

~Httle impact on the tenure of the chair, there is evidence that frequent

appuintments or clections contribute to currigular vitality (as defined by
the introduction of new courses). This was shown by JB Lon Hefferlin in
a 1969 study of 110 colleges and universities. Among dynamic departments
. new chair had replaced an old one in about three-quarters of the cases.
Onlv about 40 pereent of the other departments had new chairs.

_ The issues of departmental development are broader than guestions
regarding the proper term or the policies on clection. Each poliey alter-
native has its shorteomings. Institutions will be foreed to make decisions
taking into account the type of discipline, the relative influcnce of the
chair with the dean, and the constraints operating due te unionization.
o attract and retain chairs, institutions need to ask what demands will
be made o the chair, what financial incentives are available, and what
risks of professional obsolescence the chair takes during his or her term
and afterwards (Zorn 1978).

No matter-what policy is used to scleet chairs, role conflict and am-
biguity arce common when chairs take office. This mav be the case even
when a chair ha® worked in a department for many years or if he or shes
has had expericiice outside academe before coming to the department. A

“study by Apn Bragg (1980) relates socialization theory to the experience ~

Xzl
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ot 39 chairs at Penyasylvania State University. The study confirms expec-
tations that academic perspectives are dominant among chairs. This study,” -
and another completed at Miami University (Waltzer 1975), show thai
chaurs have an ambigugus mandate when they accept lhcn‘dppolnlmcnl
They accept the position for a number of reasons: other acceptable can-
didates are not available, they are bored, or thev wish to initiate a change
in thie academic program of the department. Once at work, they usually |
receive help with the technical facets of wark rather than with the political
_and social lacets, which are of primary importance. They cannot expect”
to receive help from outgping chairs.

Orientation and development programs for chairs need to take into
account resgarch on the distinctive role or It.‘l]l..llion that chajrs brmg with

-

them. These include: .

e faculty vrientation, which tocuses on helping faculty or reducing
contlict < R

e cxternal vrientation, which tuum.s on graduate education and rclau.d
external grants

@ program orientation, which tocuses on modernizing degree programs
® ranagement orientation, which locuses on managing resources cf-
fectively

Thc (\PL ol role orientation chairs have mllucnu.s their g g;odls at the time
of. appointment, sources of stress, and the external and internal reference
groups with whom they become involved. .
The Tole of chairs is also influenced by disciplinary form: the degree
to which disciplines share common scholarly goals and agree on the means
to achieve them. Consensus on these matters makes adminjstrative tead-
ership acceptable. Dissension is likely to make faculty suspicipus of the
administration and unwilling to accept long-term appointments of chairs
{(Smart and Elton 1976).
" Research such as that, conducted by Smart and Eltén (1976) and Bragg
* (1980) provides a congext for initiating administrative development and
evaluation programs tor chairs. The most successiul programs use expe-
rienced chairs te educate new chairs. One way lo achieve this objective
is to use case histories that are written by chairs. Studies by Smelser and !
Content (1980), Selby (1978), and Booth (1975) show how departments
have been successful in mediating internal conflict and in developing the
consensus necessary to recruit efticiently and in a way that considers the
human needs of applicants.
Successiul adminjstrative development programs usually begin with
an informal or formal needs assessment (Seagren 1978). The program may
be organized from the ottficeof the academic vice president, if it will cover
campuswide issues, or it may be put into operation withih a single division™
or school by a dean. The focus of the program may be changes in insti- ‘
tutional management, which the chairs will request, or improvements in
depattmental administration, which will be the objective of administra- ‘
y_ i ‘
|
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tion. Topics may include how™o oianize a clcpm tment; how to work with
taculty on salary, promotion, and tenure decisions; and how to understand
and prepare g departmental budget (Monson 1972).
. These programs often are designed so that they make only modest
demands on the chair’s time. They accomplish. lhls by providing brief
reading materials, setting up short orientation mcclmgs with experienced
chairs, or arrdng,mg. options for extensive work with consultants and ex-
“perienced chairs. A seven-day administrative development program, for
chairs has been ficld-tested and is now available from the American Coun-
cil on Educatign. Complementary programs in which chairs work on pu-
sonal and orgam/‘monal issues have also been developed.

The process ol designing administrative development programs re-
quires making a number of decisions, Should chairs be brought tégether
with others in the same discipline or with those in unrelated disciplines?

. Should the programs be held on or off campus? Experience suggests ¢s-

tablishing a balance between continuity and diversity by having group
‘discussions on practical issues among chairs in similarly sized depart-
ments. Broad policy issues are usually -not of interest unlegs they can be
directly related to the problems chairs face.

¥ An‘administrative development program creates a fr: dmeorl\ for the
evaluation of chairs.Methods of evaluation include a short objective ques:
tionnaire; a svstem to clarifyv objectives among faculty, chair, and dean
(Ehrle 1975); and full discussion with faculty on the performance of the

, chair when the chair is up for reappointment. A DECAD: system of eval-

uation (Hovt and Spangler 1979) permits chairs to set their own goals and
to learn how faculty evaluate their success in reaching these goals.

. The chair’s relationships with faculty may be constrained by tradition
and the fact that the chair will return to faculty status at the end of his
or her term. Undet these conditions, it may be unreasonable to expect the -
chair to be a dvnamic admiristrator. Rather, chairs may learn how to
work with other faculty, with outside consultants, and with the admin-
istration to establish a workable plan for their term. The constraiints on
departments are such that it may be unreasonable to ask the chair {o do
alone what can be done only through L()lldb()ldll\c work with faculty and
administration. SR .

o
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Departmenlal Autonomy as a Source of Confllct

[

This report: tuuuscs on the departiment chair® with major eniphasis on
selection, orientation, and c\(\lutmbn Even though the inlluence of the
chair has been reduced through collectivebargaining (Buklridge, Kemg *
erer, and Associates 1581) and the centralization of authority, the ¢hair
remains ghe only office that attempts to interpret the department to the
admiinistration and-the administration’ to the faculty. This function be-
comes c\u'cdm{_l\"'lmpmlanl in an,cra of rapid change.

" The objective of this feport is to Lonsldu some of the constraints under
which chairs work that'are beyond their control; to showshow the resulting
conllict, overload, and ambiguity impede effective performance; and to
understand ways imwhich these problems have been partially anticipated
and resolved. ’

The report concentrates on the role of the chair as1he interface between
taculty and administration. Because the cominunity college division head
often is more ¢ nart of the admiuistration than of the faculty, much of
what is written here will not apply to community colleges cxucpl for the
report en evaluation {Stone 1977). .

This is not an exhaustive study of chairs as it does not include a review
of the fiterature on departments as organizations nor does it cover, in

“depth, a review ol wavs in which organizaiional and career development

theories can be uselul to chairs in their work with [aculty (Scott 1981, P
4. ‘
Academic Models for Governance ’ b
What is a department? There is little consensus on the nature of the de-
partment as an academic unit. Conceptually, an academic department is

‘one that gives allegiance to a discipline beyond the institution (Clark

torthcoming, chapter 2; Anderson 1976). Sincé a single department can
have more than one discipline (Faricy and Dressel 1974), a more practical
definition of a department is that it is the basic administrative unit of a
college or university, Although departments claim perpetual ownership
over their budget even in bleak times, the key aspect of the department
for this report is its monopoly over teaching, rescarch, and service wnhm
a particular realm of knowledge.

Early development. The [requent criticisins of academic depurtiments for
inner-dircctedness and fragmentation ignore the historical role of the de-
partment in lacilitating institutional objectives (Dressel, Johnson, and
Marcus 1970; Benezet 1977; Harrington 1977). Historical studices indicate
that the academic departmieiit in the United States was created to accom-
modate the fragmentation of cofdework that came with the end of the
prescribed classical curriculum, the development of new disciplines, and
the need to create a manageable unit for faculty.

Rescarch on the evolution of departments notes their progressive spe-

“The term chair is used in a generic sense 1o cover the work of a department
) .
chairperson or head.

4 W Deparnment Chair l .
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#  cialization, In the 1770s Harvard hadtutors who specialized in a subject -
matier; by 1825 Harvard had established departments. Head professors
were assisted by tutors who remained on campus'for a’year or two alter
graduation. Baculty in departments had already gained control over the
curricului (Rudolph 1977, p. 77). By 1872 there were assistant professors
and senior professors (p. i44). Disciplinany departments gccommodated
the development of new disciplines and the need to create a manageable
administrative unit for-faculyy with related interests (Veysey 1965, pp. 320

- 21)._Each university insisted on teaching a “full line” of courses. The
department enhanced institutional prestige through the cesearch of its
professors even if teaching was neglected (p. 144). A pattern of institutional
and departmental life was established by the 19th century that had within
it much of the tension. fragmentation, and competition that remain today.

The chair inherits these tensions and, except for situations where the
departinent is oricated 4o the institution rather than to the discipline

(Dressel. Johi on, and Marcus 1970, p. 216), the chair’s role is to "improve

¢+ the préétige of the department.” As the protector of faculty, the chair

. accepts un""a’cmlgnicf_ model” lhal\\sccks 1o increase the department’s

+ . autonomy, statureyand resources. '

The disciplinary department is a unigue and highly respected research-
generating organizing structure. The conflict, the ambiguity, and the lack

ol "order” in departmental governance appear to be a direct consequence

of a unigpe historical evolution that provides autonomy for faculty and

leads to @ more democractic system of governande and academic work
than one linds in Buropean or Latin American institutions. The typical
leader of disciplinary activities in countries with greater central control

ol colleges and unjyersities is the "head”-—a faculty member appointed

for lite. Under this system there is less overt contlict than one finds in U.S.

wcolleges and universities because careers of junigr faculty de pend on the

approval of the head, who can delay their promotion on persbnal grounds.,

This rather rigid system of higher education refleets strong .centralized

control, a weak central administration, and the governance of academic

units by a single senior faculty snember., o ¢

The contlict that is found in U:S. departments is consistent with weak
government controt of university personnel and policy and a relatively
strong L\dlliillisll“i\li()ﬁ to mediate conflict, In the United States, Llcpz}rl-
mental poliey refleats a unigue tvpe of peer control ol departmental life.

The focus is on graduate educiation and rescarch emirence. This position,

taken by Burton Clark and associates (Clark forthcoming, chapter 2) on

the basis of vears of cross-cultiiral rescarch, is that the disciplinary ori-
entations of departments are essential to the development of knowledge;
these orientations cannot be changed by fiat and are natural manifesta-
tions of the organization of academic life, Disciplines justifiably retain the

primary allegiance of faculty (Clark forthcoming; Clark and Youn 1976). - +

Experiments to reduce the power of departmerits by retaining fanding for

undergraduate instruction in special theme or residential colleges have

had limited success. The most elfectivg way to counter the power of de-
AN : B

»

Department Chairm 5

Q ) . .
MC * \ L ‘ ‘ u R




partments is to create new institutions where departments are not so
powertul. But this is hardly likely in an era of tight budgets (McHenry
1977, p. 224). o

The emphasis on decentralized authority at the expense of central
control is explained in part by the unique characteristics of colleges and
universities. These include:

® The integration of teaching, research, and service in academic de-
partments. Each of these functions may attract different tvpes of fac-
ulty and may require different styles of management (Millett 1968,
p. 87);

® The diffusion of responsibility for rule making and implementatiopn
(Corson 1960, p. 10); "
¢ The lack of clear-cut separation between instructional and faculty A\
personnel management (Millet 1968, pp. 151-52), or between the fund-
ing and staffing of graduate research lunctions, undergraduate teach-
ing, and service (Dressel, Johnson, and Marcus 1970, p. 231). Chairs
must combine academic, coordinative, and management functions
without having the means to reward faculty for excellence in each.

\
\

+ The uniqueness of the univedsity as an institution calls attention to
the fragility and complexity of authority relationships. The academic model
assumes that authority is based on function or expertise, rather than on
formal position. Understanding how to sort out what is functional and
what is a legitimate right of management can be difficult indeed.

The academic model asserts that governing a college or university is
intrinsically different from mapaging an organization outside academe
and that academic values, including the denigration of management, should
predominate. The basic assumption is that the temporary loss ofcfflucmy
caused by faculty election. or control of the selection of administrators ™~
will be more than balanced by the use of functional rather (han hicrar-
chical authority to make decisions. o

The Administrative-Management Model

Institutional administrators, responsible for coordinating the work of fac-
ulty’in academic departments, see the negative features of the academic
model. Their position is that academic freedom is stretched to license
individual and departmental irresponsibility. Dressel summarizes this po-
sition in his book on Administrative Leadership (1981). He notes irrespon-
sibility in such arcas as the scheduling of classes to take into account
studentineeds (pp. 148-49) end the over-professionalization of degree re-
quiremeénts for undergraduates (pp. 159-61). He sums up the position of
those who feel that greater control must be exerted over departmental
decision making when he says that: -

Faculiy insistence that matters of curriculum, faculty appointment, pro-
motion, and the like should be delegated 10 the department is at the root

6n Departmeht Chair
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“of many of the problems faced in higher education today. 1t has become

necessary, on every campus, (o review critically recommendations for
promwotions, granting of tenure, and new positions (0 asstire some red-
sonable semblance of equitv. Departments can be unduly rigid or unrea-
sonably flexible, depending on the circumstances of the units and the
personalities involved (pp. 151-52). '

This administrative challenge is reinforced by that of a former chair who
believes that departmental decision making is not truly academic, but
simplv a method to suppeort incompetence and negligence (Edwards 1973,
p. 185).

| Institutional Conflict in Departments
| As academic and administrative-managerial models clash, departmental
administration is unlikely to show a single and consistent pattern of man-
agement. Instead it is likely that elements from an academic model will
lead to a pattern of influence where there are degrees of faculty and ad-
ministrative dominance rather than all of one type or all of the other
(Mortimer and McConnell 1978, p. L1). There will be differences in dom-
inant patterns within the same institution and across institutions. Sone-
times faculty authority will influence appointments, promotion, tenure,
merit, and curriculum decisions. At other times these decisions will be
_shared, primarily controlled or dominated by faculty or adniinistration.
A complex role for chairs results especially when their source of influ-
ence with [aculty or deans is not formalized. David W. Leslie (1973) sug-
gests that:

As long as the faculty member's obligation to the chair is unspecified, the
chair's authority must necessarily be functionally based if the chair has
any anthority at all. Under these circiunstances the chair's style of op-
eration will more likely be to gain the consent and approbation of fm ulty
members than to rely upon formal position to exercise whatever “rule”
he wants to exercise. Political skills, professional prestige and other char-
acteristics will be the instruments of authority. . . . The situation for any
given chair, however, is complex. Helshe may wcl[ possess control over
certain organizational sanctions while at the same time having o rely on
functional authority within the departmental sphere. Or, authority may
be based on internal institutional political ties built up over a manber of
vears which give access to, if not formal control over, the application of
sanctions. . .. The determination of the chair's status is a matter for
empirical study. . . . No formal job description can be written for the chair
as the job snnplv offers individuals the chance 1o establish their own
authority over some decisions on the basis of their skills (p. 425).

Conclusion
The academic department, a unique administrative unit that permits fac-
ulty to use peer judgments to organize work, has been able in the past to
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detine the criteria tor admmistering departments. This model excels in
the organization ot rescarch. The strength of its academic focus feads the
department to minimize the importance of management and continuity
m order to manimize the likelihood of maintaining a pluralistic and dem-
ocratic svstem ol governanee. The dominance of the academic model is
challenged by a model that emphasizes the dyvstunctions of specialization
and autonomy in an era in which coordination between departments has
become essential. These complicitted relationships between academic and
administrative cultures are rellected in a complicated role tor the chair.
Fhis causes chairs to be uncertain about their status and causes the source
ol their authority to be ambiguous.

8 & Department Chair




The Chair at Work

Term of Office
Much research on chairs comes tront a series of studies called the VIPS
Studv completed by the Otfice of Institutional Rescarch of the Virginia
. Polvtechnic Institute and State Universitv. A questionnaire was sent 1o
chairs that contained 74 items concerning their environment, time spent
on duties, their goals, and their thoughts concerning role satislaction. The
survey was administered in 32 public doctoral-granting universities rang-
ing in size from 9,000 to 21,000 students. Usable returns were obtained
from about 1,200 chairs  a respectable 73 percent return.
At the time ot the study about one-half of all chairs had been in olfice
lor fewer than tour vears (McLaughlin and Montgomery 1976, p. 80).
Professional departments had appointed chairs to serve for un average of
o to & vears, whereas chairs in disciplinary departments were sclected to
serve for an average of 3.4 vears. There is clearly a rapid turnover of chairs,
especially in disciplinary departments. In mathematics departments, 15
percent of chairs served less than one year according to a study completed
¢ by Bowers (1980, p. 56). Uncertainty of status and ambiguity with regard
to authoritv mav reflect the short term of chairs.
New research on departments provides insight into the determinants
of succession rates for chairs. Jeftrey Pletfer and William L. Moore (1980,
pp. 387 -406) note the average tenure of academic chairs on two campuses
ol a large, prestigious state university system over a 20-year period. The
degree to which there is consensus within a discipline regarding goals and
methods (often termed the maturity of the paradigm) was the single best
predictor of average chair tenure tor both the 1957-76 period under study
and the 1967-76 period. The larger the department the shorter the tenure
of the chair. Tenure is positively related to the growth in the proportion
of regular faculty in the department. Tenure of chairs also increases with
the number of senior faculty in a department. The most significant finding
was that formal succession rules did not significantly influence the tenure
of the chair when account was .aken of the maturity of the disciplinary
form (or paradigm). In the tast 10 years of the study, when competition
became increasingly keen for resources, it was the paradigm rather than
the structural variables related to the way the chair was elected that
alfected the length of term. The factors that appear to be central in de-
termining the length of term include: (1) the conditions that foster ad-
ministrative difficulty; (2) the conditions that toster administrative turnover
with less disruption, such.as routinization or formalization; and
(3) conditions of scarcity in the environment of a department {pp. 402-3).
AltRough the conditions affecting tenure for chairs are not significantly
determined by the formal term of office, (since chairs may:step down
- carlier if they wish), a system of rotation appears to cncourage innovation,
at least according to the rescarch of JB Lon Hefferlin (1969). Hefferlin's
study of 110 colleges and universities found that when departments were
innovative (e.g., had established new courses), it was usual for then to be
headed by a new chair. Hefterlin reports that among the 73 most dynamic
departments a new chair had replaced an old chair in 74 per cent of the
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cases, compared to 39 per cent ol the others, where chairs had been in
ottice for as long as 24 vears (p. 114).

What Chairs Do :

[ keeping with the academic maodel of governance, the administrative
subrole is least preferred. Chairs in comprehensive universities spend about
21 hours per week in departimental administration and leadership activ-
ities and about 5 hours per week in college- and universitywide activities
(McLaughlin, Montgomery, and Malpass 1975, p. 247). Administrative types
of duties mclude internal management (maintaining records, administer-
ing the budget, managing staff emplovees) and Haison activities. The most
unpopular internal management duties include maintaining student rec-
ords, managing physical facilities, and preparing and presenting the budget.
Linkage tasks are reported as somewhat more enjoyable but still disliked
{p. 247). Chairs like the opportunity to work with others outside the de-
partment, but they also report that they would be equally satisfied in such
associations as faculty members (p. 247). Chairs do not see their work as
central to tacultv. They do not believe that excellence as chairs brings
recognition from taculty.

Statistical studies of how chairs spend their time and what enjoyment
thev get from their subroles show that they preler the academic role
{McLaughlin, Montgomery, and Malpass 1975). Academic duties, espe-
ciallv teaching and advising students, are most enjoyable. Chairs report
that they spend about one-half their time teaching, advising, or performing
rescarch: about 12 hours per week in teaching and advising and 8 hours
per week inrescarcel and professional development (p. 246).

Leadership roles involve program development and work with people.
The program development role is one that a majority of chairs like. They
sav that their main reason for continuing to work as a chair is to facilitate
program development. Yet chairs note that they could strengthen de-
partmental offerings without being the chair. This appears to reduce the
salience of the position vis-a-vis regular faculty. (The importance of pro-
gram development tor chairs will be noted later in Ann Bragg's study
[{1980] of preferred roles of chairs). As chairs increase the amount of time
spent in program development, their satisfaction with this facet of their
work also increases. .

The personnel functions of the chair involve potentially satisfying and
frustrating experiences. Chairs spend more time with personnel issues as
departmental size increases; the type of school or college does not inflyence
the amount of time spent on personnel issues. Chairs make a personal
choice about how much time they will spend on personnel issues (Mc-
Laughlin, Montgomery and Malpass 1975, p. 252). Those who enjoy work-
ing with personnel matters spend more time doing so,

Disciplinary Influences on Departmental Administration
A primaryv achievement of rescarch on departments is a description of
academic, professional, and personal cnvironments that roughly link the

oy
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goals of disparate disciplines, the duties of chairs, and the personality of
faculty. The kev idea is that the consensus that exists around the goals of
groups of academic disciplines spills over into consensus or conflict with
regard to departmental management (Biglan 1973). Three types of de-
partments emerge from the analysis: (1) those that emphasize theoretical
vs. applied studies (a primary division); (2) those that emphasize science
vs. huimanistic or social studies (here quantitative vs. non-quantitative
studies is an important distinction); and (3) those that emphasize living
vs. non-living systems. This classification scheme has been useful in iden-
titving diversity in scholarly output. Faculty in quantitatively oriented
departments produce more journal articles than those in nonquantita-
tively oriented departments. Faculty in nonquantitatively oriented de-
partments produce more books and monographs (Creswell and Roskens
1981). ’ ‘

There are significant diferences, too, in the orientation to rescarch,
instruction, faculty matters, and coordination among chairs, depending
on the relative emphasis of a department on theoretical, experimental, or
living vs. nonliving subject matter, according to this point of view. These
ditlerences, in turn, aftect what the chair actually does in various subroles.

- Although the overall finding that chairs preter not to engage in managerial

and control functions is consistent with expectations, there are significant
differences by clusters of disciplines that attract different types of faculty.
The rescarch on the duties of chairs suggests some of these (Smart and
Elton 1976). Faculty development is favored among chairs in departments
of government and business management. Instructional development is
favored by chairs in departiments such as art, architecture, classics, En?
glish, and journalism; it is clearly rejected by chairs in the sciences and
some engineering departments (chemical and electrical). External coor-
dination is accepted in busidess liclds but rejected by chairs in science
(p. 49).

Rescarch on discipline proyides some guidelines for understanding
where cooperation or contlict is Tikely between faculty and administration
iri anera in which centrilization of administration is encouraged. These
findings suggest a basis for administering departments to take into ac-
count the natural diversity created by departmentat forms. Differences in
disciplines may provide the context for the administrative development
ot chairs, as well.

Institutional Influences on the Chair's Work

Paul L. Dressel, F. Craig Johnson, and Philip M. Marcus’s case studies of
10 universitics show that the discipline did not determine the relative
influence of departments (1970, pp. 144-46). Negotiations between chairs
and deans depended as much on trust as on the objective strengths of
departments. There is a constant search for resources. But the capacity
to garner these resources depends, as the authors note “on the existence
of both departmental self-confidence and confidence reciprocated among
the department, the dean, and the university . .. there is no simple pre-
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scription for attaining these” (p. 145). Chairs work in a constantly chang-
ing political situation that today requires more and more coalition:building
and teamwork. If a department does not have its own resource base its
_apacity to maintain autonomy is likely to.depend a’great deal on the,
political skills of the chair. :
" ]
The Effects of Unionism .
With unionism there has been an attempt to specify the allegiance of the
chair cither to administration or to taculty. Hobbes™(1976) review of this
controversy showed that there has been no single criterion used to deter-
mine whether the chair should represent faculty or management (p. 106).
At this writing, the criterion for making this deiermination is unclear. The
debate has been complicated by the decision of the U.S. Supreme Court
in the Yeshiva case, which has iniplications for many private colleges. The
Court found that the Yeshiva faculty held the role of managers (Clarke
1981, p. 450). If the chair continues to attempt to represent faculty and it
the contract defines the chair as a manager, relationships between faculty
and the chair may become complicated indeed. v
The vommitment of chairs to faculty or administration is reflected in
the procedures used to select chairs. These procedures include appoint-
ment by the dean alone, appointment by the dean after consulting with
a selection committee of faculty, or appointment by the department in-
dependently (Mobleyv 1971, pp. 323-25). When a state system forces de-
cisions by confrontation between workers (faculty) and management (central
administration), as was the case in Minnesota after the state decided that
collective bargaining was legal for state employees (Ehrle and Early 1976),
the power of the chair to mediate conflict between faculty and adminis-
tration ends. The locus for decision making shifted to those negotiating a
master agreement for the state and negotiating agreements for cach cam- '
pus (pp. 152-53). The principal result of collective bargaining has been
to increase the authority of faculty in the selection of the chair.
Unionism has increased the authority of faculty in the selection of

chairs in four-year colleges (Adler 1978). In about 25 percent of the liberal

arts colleges polied the chair was selected sofely by faculty. In about 50
percent of the cases the chair was selected jointly (p. 25). A nonrandom
review of AAUP contracts with regard to the'selection of chairs in liberal
arts colleges and universitics indicated that it has been common for faculty
to elect a chair with the appointment eonditional on approval by the dean

or president. If the administration deeides 1o override a candidate, the

department may impose its own chair by a two-thirds vote.

Although unionism has increased faculty’s power to select their chair,
it has decreased the formal authority of the chair. Union contracts now
define procedures for recruiting and promoting faculty and for awarding
tenure (Baldridge, Kemerer, and Associates 1981). The chair has had to
adjust to a more formalized relationship with the union and administra-
tion. The chair must develop documentation to support recommendations
for more fundsor for recruiting and promoting faculty or awarding tenure.
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The net result has been to tormalize.the chair's work, put it under more
constraint, and shift to new adiministrative styles that require more skill
in commmnunication, coalition building, and lobbying (p.-15)

The authority of the chair often is partial and issue-specific. Thus Ross
{1977) tound in a nationwide questionnaire study of decision making (115
colleges and universities) that although chairs initiate salary increases in
about two-thirds of the cases, they infrequently are involved in the final
decision (p. 108). In a less critical area, leaves of absences, they have more
authority; they make the final decisions in about one-third of the cases
(p. 109).

The chair is foreed to be alert to challenge from within and without,
A frustrated faculty me mber who is denied tenure may sue the chair and
the institution tor redress. To prevent this, the chair needs to follow denure

_ regulations scrupulously, giving negative feedback early if it scems in

order té proect the institution and to prevent the faculty membeér from
having unrealistic hopes.

Rescarch literature ¢an provide information for the chair that can be

used to justity internal policies that promote salary equity and fair teach-
ing Joads. The Uriversity of Ilinois has established a statistical means to
measure diserepancies in faculty salaries that takes into account average
salaries, vears at present rank, professional experience, and publications
(Braskanip, Mutfo, and Langston 1978). A salary survey of this kind pro-
vided chairs and deans with salary data that were used to make needed
salary adjustments, particularly for women (p. 244). Research may also
help chairs develop more equitable approaches to assigning teaching loads.
A study by McLaughlir,, Montgomery, and Mahan (1981) showed how
chairs judged the effort needed to perform various instructional tasks.
Regression analysis showed that disciplinary form, size of class, mode of
instruction, and level of class affected perceptions of an equitable work-
load. As enrollment increased, effort increased, but at a decreasing rate
(p. 1. | . '
The chair also needs to be aware of challenges to a department’s pro-
gram and 1o its existence. The chair may need to respond promptly to a
negative evaluation of the department by an assessment committee or to
areview of departmental retrenchment strategies and their past outcomes
(Melchiori 1982).  ° .

Research may be conducted on the teaching effectiveness of a depart-
ment, in comparison with that of sther departments in the institution, if
it is possible to control for the knowiedge of incoming students. An example
is a study by Rodnev Hartnett and John Centra (1977) of approximately
40 departments of biology, business, mathematics, and psychology in small
institutions emphasizing undergraduate education in the liberal arts. Scores
on SAT examinations made by incoming students in the department were
compared when a control was made for freshman student scores in the
same subject. The results show that departments have distinctive patterns
of teaching effectiveness, that only one or two departments within an
institution is highly effective in teaching (p.498), and that traditional
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indices ot teaching quality (student-faculty ratio, faculty interest in teach-
ing) did not correlate closely with departmental effectiveness in teaching.

The influence of the chair appears to vary by licld of study. Neumann
tound that chairs in the social -sciences pereeived that they had more
intluence over carcer-related decisions in less selective departments in the
social sciences than did chairs in the physical sciences. However, faculty
had the reverse perception (Neuman 1979, p. 289).

. The ideal role prescription for the chair includes a wide range of ad-
ministrative and inteHectual skills. A number of authors have presented
their views on the subject including Heimler (1967), Key (1969), Mc-
Keachie (1968), and Roach (1976). They advocated that chairs should have:

o special abilities in planning, leadership, communication and ccor-
dination, and representing and negotiating

o the ability to work well with students and alumni

o facilitating skills and problem-solving skills

e the ability to organize and administer the, department and involve
and evaluate taculty, ‘

In addition, the chair needs to be able to relate to other units in the

"institution such as student services and the library. Jennerich-(1980) has

written a detailed statement about how departments car sclect books
wisely and avoid the tendency 1o concentrate book orders in areas of
special intérest to a few faculty. As chairs become aware of computerized
information-retrieval services, they may be able to encourage facul;,v and

students to expand their use of the library (p. 11).

Recent studies suggest the importance of conflict-management skills .
when chairs are faced with diftficult tenure decisions (Scott 1981). Chairs
need special abilities to work with faculty who are denied tenure to help
them deal .with the shame and anger they are likely to feel (Ragland-
Sullivan and Barglow 1981).

iver since Doyle made the first study of the Status and Funetion of the

“Chair (1953) there has been a continuing press Tor authority that fits re-

sponsibility. Since then a stream of studies has documented the diserep-
ancy between role expectations of chairs and the expectations ol those
with whom they work. To better understand the role conflicts facing the
chair, Herbert Waltzer completed a study for the Council of Deans and
the Provost at Miami University (Waltzer 1975) ducumenting the conllicts

" that arise as the institution strengthens its rescarch focus. He shows how

chairs contront dilficult personnel problems and difficult refations with
administration involvimg competing administrative and collegial affilia-
tions while, at the same time, attempts to maintain their personal rescarch
{pp. 14—15). Additional rescarch gencerally supports the belief that role
conflict is a troubling and endemic facet of the chair's role. The single
2xeeption is a study by Falk (1979) at the State University of New, York
at Bullalo. Falk found that there was consensus with regard to the duties
of thXchair among faculty, chairs, and administration.
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Role Conflict

It is not surprising that chairs experience role conflict. It isespecially
common among people who work as managers, perform liaisou or linkage
rolegy'or are uskcq to produce new solutions to problems (Kahn et al.
1964). The national interview study conducted by Robert L. Kahn and
associates found that about one-half of all pe. sons interviewed reported
conflict with their manager (p. 379). Role conflict may result from differing
expectations among those with whom a person works or from competition
among personal beliefs as to what should be done. Kahn's study notes
that the emotional costs for the person who is at the center of role conflict
include low job satisfaction, low confidence in the organization, and a
high degree of job-related tension. A frequent response, to role conflict is:

withdrawal or avoidance of those who are seen as creating the conflict. . ..
Symptomatic of this is the attempt of the conflicted person to reduce
communication with his co-workers and to assert (sometimes unrealis-
tically) that they lack povver over him . . . such withdrawal, while a mech-
anism of defense, is not a mechanism of.solution. It appears to reduce
the possibility of subscquent collaborative soluions to role conflict (p. 380).

On ccrtain issues the department is necessarily in conflict with ad-
ministration. The department is designed to maximize the unit’s resources,
but there are obvious limits to the resources that can be distributed at
any one time. :

Conflict between depariments and institational management does not
necessarily reflect poor management. Instead, it may reflect a dynamic
research enterprise that gives vitality to scholarship through peer control
ol academic decisions, as was discussed in the first chapter. What is in
question, however, is the LddellV of institutional management to continue
without some reduction in the autonomy of departments. Unresolved role
conflict is’likely to perpetuate mistrust and alienation in colleges and
universitices. ;

\ .

Role ambiguity, a type of role conflict, occurs when there is inadequate
information as to'what is expected. The _hair may be uncertain about the
way in which the dean evaluates wor',, about the scope of responsibility,
and about the expectations of others for the role. In the national study

- Role Ambiguity

‘conducted by Kahn and associates, 40 percent of all workers rcporlcd

ambiguity at work (p. 380). Amblgunv can be productive to the degree
that it permits role development that is consistent with new conditions.
But ambiguity can be nonproductive when chairs need to take aggressive

and informed action to protec¢t the interests of departments.

Socialization as a Source of Role Conflict and Ambiguity
Socialization is thé process of learning what the chair is expected to do
and generating the motivation to do it. Policy making with regard to the
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chanr requires empuical ‘dativ on expectations for the role upon appoint-
ment. the speciticity ot the charge from the dean, the perceived value of
prior work experience, technical training and education, and the intluence
ot graduate school and other academic experiences on the role models
chairs bring with them. It is also important to know how chairs learned
their job and from whom. Finally, it is important 10 know what differences
exist among chairs in their orientation to the role.

The discussion that tollows summarizes restarch on these matters. The

" main source is a study by Ann Bragg (1980) in which 39 chairs at Penn-

sslvania State University were interviewed alter submitting their curris,
cula vitae, The sample was selected to give proportionate weight to chairs
in all"departments. Penn State is a large institution, well-managed by
nationwide standards, so the lindings suggesting inadequate socialization
ot chairs for their roles do not reflect the experience of an institution that
has been poorly managed. Although the Bragg study refers to a largesingle
institution and may not fit the experience of others, w js the only knowr
study that applies socialization theory to the experience of chairs. It pro-
vides o logie tor analysis'that is bused on thc experience of researchers in
many ficlds. '

Bragg tound that the chaige to new chairs was cither diffuse or non-
existent. Only two chairs recalled that the search committee or faculty
gave them a mandate or charge, although many reported that the scarch
committee or faculty elicited their opinions (p. 94).

Ol those chairs polied 36 percent had specific ideas about why thv
had been selected. Twenty-three percent felt they had been selected be-
cause ol their strong prolessional reputation or experience. Ten percent
telt they had been selected because they could unify the department by
cither strengthening a weak sublield or by linking related subficlds. About
halt the chairs who were former members of the department indicated
that they were chosen because faculty knew and trasted them. Forty-three
percént of those who were brought in from the outside felt they were
chosen because of their previous professional experience (p. 95). If there
was a mutual agreement on goals between the chair and the dean, the
underlving assumptions on how the goals could be reached were not clear.
The result was conflict and ambiguity.

Whether or not the dean of faculty provide guidelines for policy, chairs
have definite ideas as to why they accepted the position. For example, one
major motivation was that there was no one else who could do the job,
because there was no one else with whom they would feel comfortable as
a chair (Bragg 1980, p. 96; Waltzer 1975, p. 8). Also, there may have been
no appropriate alternative candidate. Another motive relates to academic-
prolessional activism. Chairs sought challenge to counter boredom or to
demonstrate strength i faculty or program development. Those coming
from another institution wanted to move to 4 new community or to a
more prestigious institution (Bragg 1980, p. 97).

Academic folklore militates agamsl an open espousal of an adminis-
trative c}fe so it is hard to know whether power and visibility is not an
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implicit goal, too. As Dressel comments, scholars are not expected to seck
or enjoy work as a chair (Dressel, Johnson, and Marcus 1970, p. 82). Most
chairs did not accept the position with the hope of moving into a per-
manent administrative post (Bragg 1980, p. 96; Waltzer 1975, p. 8). -
The data, taken as a whole, suggest that chairs’may bring new energics
and commitment when they take offlce, especially if they are from another
institution or if they take the job because of its challenge. The thrust for
¢ change that comes [rom the energies of new chairs who take the position
because of its challenge is balanced by pressures for continuity among
thuse who take the position unwillingly.

- Who Teaches the Chair?

Conflicts between academic and administrative conceptions of the proper
mode for organizing academic life affect what is perceived appropriate in
the way of orientation and socialization for new chairs. Even though
professional schools have a specified mission that could clarify the ways
in which their departments should be organized, chairs in the professional
schools are particularly interested in assistance. A letter from a new chair
in a prolessional school in response to a personal request for information
to help chairs epitomizes these dilemmas:

We have no [orientation] program for chairs, formal or informal. I am
an incoming chair of a department and my only preparation is that of
observing informally the activities of the outgoing chair.”

. v

Bragg’s study provides a sense of the diversity ‘of socialization needs.
Roughly an equal proportion of chairs (20 percent) asked for help in han-
dling interpersonal relations; learning how to operate within the univer-,

B sitv's political system; and mastering the management functions of
purchasing, budgeting, hiring, and long-range planning. Almost one-quarter
[elt they needed to learn “everything”-—procedures, interpersonal rela-
tions. the political svstem, and even how to set up files (p. 98). Although
chairs are concerned about human as well as technical matters, their
orientation tends to concentrate on technical rather than personnel issues,
Almost all chairs received help from the dean and his or her staff. Most
found the head secretary or administrative assistant helplul. About one-
half received assistance [rom other chairs. Only one-quarter said that they
received help from none of these sources (p. 100).

What about assistance from the outgding chair? Queens University in
Kingston, Ontario, schedules the appointment of the new chair to begin
during the last summer of the former chair’s term. This arrangement is
designed to enhance collaboration between the incoming and outgoing
chairs. Theoretically the outgoing chair can provide counsel and infor-
mation to help the new chair make a smooth-transition. Yet if there is a
difference in policy between the two or a conflict in personality, there

‘Patricia Montgomery 1977; personal communication.
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should be little or no collaboration. Again, Bragg's study provides data
on these matters. In her sample of 39 chairs, one-third said that they never
cousulted with their predecessor. About one-third said collaboration was
infrequent, and about one-fourth reported frequent collaboration (p. 101).
[ there is consensus between the new and outgoing Lhdll‘, collaboration
can be helptul. This consensus may be rare. Where there has been conflict,
it mav be uselul if the outgoing chair can be away for a while so that the
new chair can initiate new policies.

The administration-managenient model of departmental governance
would suggest that a good background for success as a chair is industrial
expericnce. Bragg's data show *hat this is not necessarily true. There is
no necessary transfer of expetience between industry and academe. How- -
ever, it a new chair has worked previously as an academic chair, a project
dnulo; . or as head ol a research instutute, this experience proves helplul.,

... Role Clarification
The conceptions that chairs developed about their proper roles evidently
were formed through discussions with faculty (about one-third of chalrs
saw all members of their faculty every day) plus Irequent informal meet-
ings with other chairs (p. 102). A definition of role emerges that is built

& onreactions to carlier graduate school experiences, contacts with laculty,
and contacts with administrators. This definition is largely consistent with
the findings ol survey data (Smart and McLaughlin 1974; McLaughlin,
Montgomery, and Malpass 1975; Smart and Elton 1976). Bragg’s study
showed that chairs in the Penn State study could be divided into four role
orientations with accompanying patterns of socialization (p. 143). These
four role orientations were characterized by a prinary focus on f‘uull\,
external relatious, program, or management.

The faculdty role orientation (16 of the 39 chairs) focused on internal
relationships: helping faculty with their work, reducing conflict, and im-
proving laculty morale (p. 116). The primary sources of stress were also
faculty related. These chairs were concerned about maintaining their own
scholarly carcers, maintaining the eflectiveness ol faculty, and dealing

with those who were not productive. .
external grants, the funding ol space and equipment contracts, or the
improvement of graduate training. Their primary sourcgs of stress were ' L

+ the slowing ol available research funding plus faculty who were non-
productive in research (pp. 116-17).
Chairs with a program orientation (seven chairs) often were aware of
changes in their disciplines and wanted their degree programs or se- ;
quences of courses to be up-to-date. Their sources of stress included: the
inability to obtain [unds lor new programs or for instructional equipment,
the unavailability of new laculty positions, the load presented by non-
productive laculty, and the time it took to get a new curriculum proposal
approved (p. 117).
Chairs with a management orientation (nine chairs) defined themselves

Those with an external orientation (seven chairs) were concerned about l
|
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as leaders; facilitators, or coordinators. Their goal was to manage re-
sources ctfectively. Stress for them’came from: inpradepartmental conflict,
nonproductive faculty, and the need to altocate fewer resources than they
felt were needed to be cffective. They believed that chairs shoutd be in-
volved in both Lollcgc_and university decision making (p. 118).

These role orientations are described further’in Table 1

Distinctive orientations of chairs correltated in a meaningful way with
their seH- Lharauen/atwns as faculty or administrators. The 23 of the 39
chairs with the faculty or cxlcgnal oricntation identified themselves as
faculty, net administrators. The chairs with a management orientation
characterized themselves as administrators. Those with a program ori-
entation vacillated among program, faculty, and managemeny, opicnta-
tions. The consistency or inconsistency of chairs’ self- characterization as
faculty or administration and their carcer plans at the time of the interview
arc summarized in Table 2 (p 143). An analysis of these data shows that
chairs with a faculty orientation are consistent in selfscharacterization
*and career plans. But this is not true for other orientations. Even those
with 2 management orientation do not necessarily plan to move into ad-
ministration when their term ends. There are some crosstcurrents favoring
an administrative orientation among those with the external, program,
«and management oricntations. But clearly those with the faculty crien-
tation consider working as a chair’to be a temporary assignment.

This type of rescarch suz,g,csts the possibility of identifving chairs with
different types of motives and reference groups and with differerit Lypes
of administrative Ll(_‘\ clopment needs.
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'}‘é.ble 1: Responses to Interview Items Used to Assign

Department Heads to Role Orientation Categories

.

Role Orientation Categories

Faculty External Program Management
Interview Orientation Orientation Orientation Orientation
Items (N=16) (N=7) - (N=7) (N=9)
LPrimary . Faculty devel- Representer; Prugrg':lm de-  Coordinator;
responsibility  opment, finance velopment leadership;
v : facilitator; in- . : facilitator

»  terpersbnal re-
o ¢ lations
Improve fac-
ulty quality;
reduce conflict;
improve re-
search oppor-
tunities ’

Goals at time
of appointment:

>

Y

-

Source of stress  Faculty person-

productivity,
own research

CaN)
productivity
Extra-depart-  Professional .
mental involve- “associations
ment ’ «

w

nel issucs: pro;
. motipn, tenure;

-

Increase
number and
level of N
grants;
improve
courses; in-
crease space
and equip-
merit

Finance; fac-

‘ulty research

productivity.

Professional
associations.
and other

‘external

agencies
. X

Increase pro-

Reorganize de-
partment for
efficiency and
productivity;
improve mo-
-rale; increase
prestige

ductivity; de-
velop model
programs;
change pro-
gram direc-
tion

R v

Faculty loo
few and pro- *

Resourcesy
non-produc-

ductivity, tivity; inter-
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s tation, Pennsylvania State University, 1980, pp. 116-18. Slightly modified.
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Administrative Development, Evaluation, and Reward

A broadened conception of what chairs have accomplished can give di-
rection to developmentalefforts by showing the complexity and difficulties
in the role, balanced by an understanding of what chairs have achieved
on their own. One source for such information is case studies that were
written by trainers of chairs (Bennett 1982) or chairs lbemselves (Booth
1975; Selby 1978). The story of the transformation of Massachusctts In--
stitute of Technology’s Civil Engineering Department in anticipation of a
drop in enrollment has been completed by Steven Ehrmann (1978).

It is unusual for chairs to write about their work. When they do, the.
case studies may provide a sense of the challenge, breadth, and frustration
of the position of chair (Fisher 1978). The experience of chairs who faced
complex problems of recruiting and faculty development are summarized
here. - .

The few faculty positions that open up for outside recruiting force
difficult decisions on departments and chairs. The personal preferences
of faculty have to be meshed with societal pressures for accountability
and affirmative action. ‘ . )

When positions are widely advertised departments are flooded with
applications. However, they usually receive no additional resources to
conduct the scarch. This overload is likely to be especially severe in elite.

_ departments although there.is little in the literature to clarify policy al-

ternatives for chairs. A study of The Changing Academic Market by Neil J.
Smelser, former chair of the Sociology Department at the University of
California, Berkeley, and his former assistant, Robin Content (1980), il-
lustrates how a chair can help initiate action by faculty and administration
that will develop policies adapted to the new labor markets.

A perplexing issuc is how to allocate scarce new faculty positions among
competing specialties, The Smelser-Content book notes how conflict arose -

" between faculty with divergent criteria for making an appointment even

when deaths and retirements gave the department the opportunity to
make three appointments in a single year. Among the practices-adopted

in this recruiting effort were:
AY

. \ . . .
® Decisions were made to generate the largest possible pool of can-
didates for cach position and to be in a position to assure all candidates
a consistent, careful, and thorough consideration of their qualifications
(p. 87). Thg department agreed to review the written work, letters of
recommendation, and vitac of all applicants. L .
® Scparale assessment committees .were established to review the
qualifications. of applicants. Faculty were sclected for their expertise
in relevant arcas. To ensure fairness the three members of cach per-
sonnel subcommittee made independent assessmeiits of a candidate’s
written work, career, and vitac. More than one-half of the faculty par-
ticipated in assessing cach candidate’s qualifications (pp. 91-93).

e Ratings were coraputerized, as was the complete search process.
This made it possible for the department to present to search com-
mittees computerized rankings by faculty of the relative standing of

N .
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candidates with regard to their academic work, references, and Vitac. ‘ -
The department also had data on the proportion of candidaies who
came frontelite and nonelite schools (pp. 96--98).

Despite these clforts to carry out the recruitment in a democratic way
cach of the candidates hired came from the most selective universities. Of
the 11 candidates interviewed, only one came from a second-tier university : N
(p. 179). However, the process of organizing the scarch and arranging for
an open decision-making process in academic disciplines where there is
substantial conflict over means and ends may be relevant to recruiting
decisions in departments in moderately selective institutions also. The
task requires long-term planning and coordination between administra-
tion and department, an increased amount of faculty and support staff
involvement, and technological support. The Smelser and Content study -
provides some guidelines for change in recruiting policies and indicates
the need for additional resources to balance the time and energy require-
. ments of an expanded tecruiting effort.
° This study put$ the nuts and bolts of departmental administration
‘ within a broad frame of cyclic changes in the academic labor market. The
rescarch suggests the limits of administrative development programs to
cope with personnel issues that are beyond the control of a single de-
partment. Smelser and Gontent suggest the need to give attention to basu
change: :

® Mord realistic admi(:'sions policies on the part of departments to ,
anticipate future market demand for Ph.D’s (p. 181)

® More activity to nurture talent carly so there will be a natural flow
of talent into gradaate departments from minority groups (pp. 181-
83) . '

. ® Morc cooperation between graduate departments and their own stu-
denis who $eek placement in other institutions to systematize place-
ment (p. 183). . ) ‘ -
Portions of Smelser and Content’s book (1980) could form the basis

for a case study for chairs and administrators as it raiscs issucs that go N
to the heart of contlict within departments (pp. 123-30) and between de- .
partments and administration (pp. 105-7). The central problem appears

1o be the growing demands for accountability on departments at the same

time that resources for departments are reduced. This changes the char-

acter of academic leadership in departments so that:

leaders must mediate between an increased number of constituencies both
within and owside the academic departinent, constittiencies that press a
nwmber of conflicting criteria for decision-making. In such a context,

. . . - . . . . » ‘
~successful leadership calls more for strategies of navigation among con- .
.- flicting gouls than /or strategies of maximization of a single set of goals
(p. 172).

: o ]

22 8 Department Chair

1 |

© > 4)

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: >




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
-

_ Another case study by Stuart Sclby (1978) on recruiting in a,moderate-
sized department suggests strategics that may be useful to chaijrs. A mod-
erate-sized department can be split unnccessarily if-an appointment is

made without the approval of all faculty. Differences can be brought into
the open and the consequences of making an appointment can be openly
discussed. But a strategy for decision making necds to be planned. The
“chair. ‘may decide to interview all faculty personally to permit them to
express private views that might be difficult to express publicly. The pro-
cess of decision making can be as important as the outcome. It may restrict,
choice and lead a department to restrict competition. However, an orderly
and open discussion in a reasonably- strong department preserves the sense
of colleagueship. When the department is fully included in the decision-

making process Sclby (1978) belicves that recruiting mistakes still may
bc made but the department will be better able to live with these mistakes.

i Frank dlscussmns with the candidate before the appointment can help
lemfv mutual expectatiens with regard to student advising, committee
work, and the faculty member’s responsibilities with respect to research ~
funding. If a department is recruiting a well respected research worker,
its assumptions rcgaxdlng tcaching load and the expected quality of teach-
ing peed to be candidly discussed before the appointment. After an ap-
pointment has been agreed to, some chairs write a detailed letter to the
prospective candidate clearly stating departmental expectations. This is
important as both candidate and prospective'employer may mask ‘role

- expectations befoce the decision to appoint (Hall 1976, p. 37).

The case histories discussed here illustrate the complexity of the role
of the ‘chair in different types of departments. They represent a growing
pool of knowledge on.the operation of departments than can be used to
_ help understand what roles chairs have played in the past and what roles
they can play in the [uture devclopmcnt of departments.

\

Makihg \he Position More Attractive

..

To atfract capable faculty members to work as chairs and to influénce
curremt chairs to continue in their role beyond the original term (Mc-
Laughlin and Montgomery 1976), several suggestions have been made by
practitioners and scholars. Thcse are summartzed below:

\ s . .

. ‘Vlal\e sure the position is one of some powcr and mﬂucncc and —
recpgnition (money). — B

w2, clald effective work as the Tthair to salmy increases.

. ndlcatc what will be done to reduce overload. Options may include:
(a) clcctmg two cochairs, thereby permitting each to assume half the
work (this' ‘was done at the McGill University Department of Sociology);:
(b) elegaling responsibility sothat the role of the chair becomes man-
ageable (Tucker 1981 pp- 28-47); (c)lmprovmglnsuluuonal manage-
meit so that there arc ‘fewer requests 1o chairs for similar information.

4. Offer thd new chair rescarch assistance with or without a reduced
loa S '
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. Offer the chair a sabbatical when his or her term ends.

i b Improve the quality of support sgaff or provide technical assistance
in the management of laboratorics and/or the preparation of budgets.
1f the budgeting function werd given to a support staff person, this
would increase the attractiveness of the position. Yet it could reduce
morale if budgeting were handled outside the department.

7. Offer educational and training options.

The Need to Clarify Roles

The need for better clarification of the relationships between the dean and
the chair and for more support for chairs, especially those who have chosen
to work as a chair for intrinsic personal reasons or to help build a program,
is suggested by John Bennett on the basis of an informal survey of ghairs
(1982). Benhett, program director of the Departmental Leadership Insti-
tute of the American Council on Education, suggests: (1) clarifying basic
roles and procedures; (2) giving chairs information before faculty receive
it; (3) discussing policy options with chairs before they are. announced;
and (4) respecting the chair’s authority by not permitting disgruntled fac-
ulty mcmbr.rs to go'over the head of the chair to talk with the dcan (pp. 15—~
16)

A typology of development or lmcncnuon mowng from the least obtrusive
to the most obtrusive, focusing [lirst on the chair and later on the insti-
tutiop E‘ﬁgfn{ﬂwrganmng the development and change models that
are now available (Boyer and Grasha—+978, p. 31). The fellowing scction
describes and comments bricfly on programs specifically designed for
college and university department chairs.*

Modest programs to clarify roles. Because of time constraints and personal
preferences, some chairs aré open to practical reading but not to group
sessions. A sclection of readings has been compiled by Rehnke (1982). The ’
most complete training document now available for chairs is a booK on !
Chairing the Academic Department—ILeadership Among Peers by Allan Tucker

~{1981). Tdcker tested the material on at least three cohorts of chairs in

the Florida State University systems. The book is written in plain language
with a minimum of administrative terminology. Its 13 chapters present
a summary of what a chair should know about the chair’s role; powers
and responsibilities; types of departments and leadership styles; delega-
tion and committces; department decision making and bringing about
change; faculty deyvelopment and evaluation; performance counseling and

. dealing with unsatisfactory performance; faculty grievances and unions;

dealing with conflict and maintaining faculty morale; goal-setting; budg-
cting; assigning and reporting faculty activitics; and managjngetime, peo-

=Other resources and consultants arc available from such organizations as the
American Management Associations and the National Training Laboratories.
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ple, and money. Chapters are followed by exercises that permit chairs to
relate the ideas presented to their department. This book is now used as
the core of the American Council on Education’s Departmental Leadership
Institute. A dean might give this book to a new chair at appointment and |
agree to discuss controversial points at the chair’s request. -
The Tucker ‘book can be used by institutions that have very different
approaches to departmental administration and management. It presents
management options for departments that soine chairs will not accept,
such as contracting with faculty to achieve particular objectives and then
evaluating them on the basis of their success in these effor(s (Buh! and
Greenfield 1975). The power of the book comés from its acceptance of
academic normsin which no person asscrts the right to tell a chair what
to do. The book suggests several options for administration and gover-
nance. . _ ’ :
Shorter monographs have been used by chairs and deans. The De-
partment Chair Progrdm.of the Western Interstate Commission on Higher
Education (WICHE) published short monographs that are available to
chairs on request. Popular monographs included a “Memo to New De-
partment Chairmen” by Wilbert McKcachie, with suggestions on recruit-
ing, faculty participation, course a“signments, and establishing a committee
structure that does not overburdea faculty (McKeachic 1968) and a state-
ment by James Delahanty on “What Faculty Want in a Departmental
Chair” (Delahanty 1972, p. 221). The most popular monograph was a short
one by Charles Monson reporting his frustrations when he first became
thehead of: a philosophy department and included a brief description of ~
what was dorie at the University of Utah to assist chairs (Monson 1972).-
An institution may ask some of its staff to produce brief research re-
ports or monographs to help chairs on particular issues. Ronald Boyer
and Anthony Grasha report on their work with chairs in a 1978 article

_(p. 33). Short publications on such topics as “The Assessment of Faculty

Pérformance” (Grasha 1972) comb and distill the literature on selected «
t9pics andvlczhniqnes...‘,,» N , L v
Even chairs who ‘have beén on the campus a long time before their
appointmént may find it difficult to understand how a department inter-
acts with other units. Courtlvn H. Hotchkiss (1967) has writtén ahandbook
(now out of print) that givés chairs a table of organization, explainsdhe--- -
financial constraints en each office, and tells in simple language how the
chair should go about handling appointments, budgets, and the hiring
and evaluation of faculty and support staff. The handbook, written by a
dean to make life casicr)for chairs, explains to them how administration
works. ' : ‘

Peer learning through information exchange. Chairs can learn about de-
partmental administration ‘through internal programs (internally devel-
oped ‘educational programs) or through external programs (off-campus
learning actiyities). o

A primary goal of development programs is to clarify role expectations

. .
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among the chair, administration, an® faculty so that there is less role
" conflict and ambiguity. Given the norms of academic life lhlS requires
discussions of issues among peers—with those who either work or have
worked as chairs or with those whase profcssnonal expertise gives them
credibility. Another primary goal of development programs is to introduce
chairs to a network of colleagues they can continue to consult with after
the program endls. If chairs do not have expertise in a specific area, simply
knowing who has can help them direct others to this person at the proper

" time. These programs are designed to strengthen chairs in their admin-
istrative and managerial roles by perm'll.tmg them to discuss their suc-

- cesses with others and by learning that the _disagreeable and persistent
problems they face are not a rt.flechon of personal failure but, are endemic
to their role. o~
Since 1968 there hiye been many aticmpts

of chairs through formal programs. The following-section suggests some
of the goals of these programs’in terms of substantive :
design. The dwcrslly of colleges and universities and the
partmental types within a single college and university make il ‘nappro-
priate to.suggest that a particular program goal or method shoulthbe
~used without adaptation. ’

There have been several approaches to peer learning. In-one approach\

« chairs mect with other administrators to joirtly assess institutional and
departmental priorities and policies. The principles of organizational de-

velopment are used here to design programs en the assumption that when

. the direction of an institution has been clarified and when conflicts be-

N tween departments and other units are brought into the open, the roles

,of chairs can be clarified as well (Boolh 1978a; Zion 1978; Webster 1978
North and Markovich 1978). -

A simpler program is to brmg new chairs together occasnonally with

experienced chairs to.discuss such matters as: (1) the budget: how to ob-

tain and save money; (2) recruiting and retention: finding and keeping-

good people; (3) the department and its publics: student affairs, public
relations, and the development of research interests and competencics
.among faculty; (4) the hard problems: internal dissension, what to do with
faculty who are no longer productive. This type of program, with com-
plements for secretaries and administrative assistants, can be successful
at a minimal cost when the agenda is developed by participants and when
participants dominate the discussion so that problems of overload, con-
flict, and ambiguity can be presented and policies to deal with them can
be considered: The program outlined here was established for new chairs
- by Charles Monson at the University of Utah (Monson 1972). 4

Disciplinary Training and Forums. Since 1963 the Association of De-
partments of English (ADE),* with a membership of 1,000 departments,

*Information on activitics of the Association of Departments of English was pro-
vded by telephone by Dexter Fisher, Phyllis Franklin, and Jaspar Neel
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has sponsorcd summer jnstitute for chairs on admlmstranvc and edyuca-
tional matters. Serninars balance discussions of pragmatic issues of de-
partmental administration withdiscussions of new trends that affect English
departments. Day-to-day management issues are reviewed in small groups
led by experichced chairs or by invited guests who have special expertise.

.Salient information from these meetings is available to the ADE mem-

bership through a quarterly bulletin,

ADE has commissioned a study of graduate education in Enghsh and
recently has:propdsed, standards for perinanent part-time faculty, largely
as a result of policy reviews conducted.at the summer seminars. Under
the leadership of Jaspar Neel, a former director, it initiated a series of
workshops for Ph.D.s and graduate students to help them network with
English Ph.D.s working outside academe to improve their chances of non-
academic employment (Booth 1979, p. 88).

Seminars and informal discussions on administrative issues occur in
other disciplines without the benefit of a permanent professional associ-
ation. Mectings of chairs have been held in philoso, hy, psychology, and
sociology. The Teaghing Resources Program of the American Sociological
Association has built-a publications and workshop program for chairs to
complement its program to improve undergraduate education.™™ '

Although the Association of Foreign Languages and the Association of

Departments of English have been successful in intégrating administrative -

with professional issues in a collegial.fashion, this approach covers a small
proportion of chairs. Is it possible to use disciplinary ties to initjate com-
parable dialogue in other acaderfiic disciplines? The author is aware of |
only one example where an academic association and a chair have joined
hands to clarify the nature of administrative problems and search for
partial solutions in a context that considers institutional as well as dis-
ciplinary interests. For seven years Gregory A. Kimble, chair of the De-
partment of Psychology of Duke’ Umversxty\ did thls in collaboration with

" the National Council of Graduate Departments of Psychology (1971, 1974,

1978). His simple and relatively inexpensive procedure involves mailing

‘informal questionnaires to present and past chairs requestiug information

on problems, attempts at solutjons, and comments on the effectiveness of
these solutions and requesting general comments on the nature of the

chair’s role. The results were assessed, published, and discussed at the .
annual meetings of the Council of Graduate Departments of Psychology.” ™~

Although these reports are now out of print, a smaller edition has been
published by John Wiley (1979). Kimble's reports are nationally known
for their candor and incisiveness (1971, 1974, 1978). As these discussions
at the annual meetings were held among chairs from many institutions,
suggestions were made to reconcile departmenta‘l and institutional inter-
ests. Disciplinary fact-finding is relatively simple and inexpensive and
may be applicable to other disciplines. '

**Information is available from the American Socxologxcal Assocxatlon 1722 N
Street NW, Washington, D.C. 20036 - ..
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. Externtal Trainitig. Since the chair works within an institutional context,
the primary responsibility for trainidg must fall to institutions. Training
might be coordinated to strengthen individual and collaborative efforts.
The regional decentralized approach to training was initiated by WICHE
in the late 1960s by W. John Minter with the assistance of the Danforth
Foundation. The WICHE program (Booth 1969) evoked reaction from chairs.
and administrators that persists today. Chairs were both pleased and
repelled by the program. The pleasure came primarily from the oppor-
tunities to share frustrations and to realize that the obstacles chairs faced
were not a reflection of personal weakness. The negative response came
from administrators who perceived a real need for an administrative de-
velopment program [or chairs and voluntecred their services to build one
on their campus. Many had percdived the need for some time but felt
blocked because there was so little attention given tofadministrative de-
velopment on their campus. The WICHE program permitted them to ex-
_press their interests by organizing a local prrgram, which was strengthened
by the participation of outside experts and -y chairs from other campusces.
The success of individuals in creating training events was buffered by the
difficulty of making them appcaling to nearby institutions. Proximity did

- not lead. to feelings of community. Instead, experience indicated that ad-

ministrators and chairs viewed themselves as having the same kinds of
problems as did colleagues in similar types of institutions clsg>vhuc The
mixing ol different kinds. of institutions in a region made COll'lb()I"lllVC
programming more difficult. .

The WICHE program may have caused suspluon among administra-
tors who felt that an attempt was being made to pressure them to accept
an industrial model of Management. When enthusiasm developed for a ‘
regional program, there was no common learning framé. or network‘to
bind people together. The issues were clouded. Some pressed for changes
in the tenure system. There was little consensus as to what the role of the
Lhan should be. Thus it was difficult to envisionhow an external “train-
mg program could be sustained. ‘ '

The American Council on Education’s Departmental Leadership In-
stitute is one answer to this dilemma: Tcams of chairs from an institution,
occasionally with a dean, are invited to meet with other teams from in-
stitutions in the same state over, g_one-year period: They meet for three .
and a half days in the fall ard three and a half days in the spring. The -
assumption is that chairs from institutions who are working under the
same public funding agency will benefit from talking together about the
“key lacets of their work and discussing budgets within a common external
‘bu-dget [ramework. The program also assumes that chairs will learn more
-from working in a diverse group, with chairs from other disciplines, than
from working solely with chairs in their own discipline. The design puts
into practice principles that have been successful in other settings: peer
discussions of practical issues, recognition of the different needs of small
and large departments, and a modest amount of attention glvcn to-gencral
policy issues that transcend departments. Institutions sclect participants
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and pay their travel and living costs. Instructional gosts are paid by the
state. The program is designed to raise the morale of chairs, help them to
see that their frustrations are universal, introduce them to new ideas, and
initiate them into a network of peers with whom they can work when the
program ends. This program has been made available to colleges in the
Missouri and Tennessee state systems; the state colleges of Minnesota,
Nevada, North Dakota, and South Dakota; and the community colleges
in Colorado. The program also could be-arranged to serve individual in-
stitutions and consortia. )

The aversion of academics to management programs, shown so strongly
in-the WICHE Department Chair Program in the late 1960s, lingers on.
Chairs and faculty remain suspicious of external attempts to provide ed-
ucation or training. Tucker reports tremendous hesitancy on the part of
chairs to parlncnpatc in the ACE program for chairs. However, once chairs
attend the first session, they.usually return for the second.

In an era in which resources for faculty are being reduced and when
program cvaluations have led to the termination of a few departments

(Melchiori 1982), it is understandable that faculty will be fearful of the

imposition of a standard management system. This anxiety may contrib-

. ute to the difficulty of working with chairs confronted with problems that

require an application of academic and management styles of governance.

Programs to deal with basic problems..The Limitations of Training. An
occasional workshop with systematic follow-up may have limited value
even when considered effective by chairs. Shtogren worked with chairs
for three vears on such topics as evaluating faculty performance, managing
conflict, and setting departmental goals (Shtogren 1978). Although chairs
told Shtogren that the mformauon gained in workshops was relevant, well
presented, and us:Tal, they seldom put it to work. In subsequent interviews
and analysis Shtogren found that chairs were insufficiently motivated to
use the information they had learned, and they objected to outsiders talling
them what they should do. If they spent time helping their faculty teach
bettet, they would have less time for teaching, research, or to spend with
their families. In addition, chairs believed lhcy lacked influence with their
faculty (p. 190).

Shtogren suggested the need for working with chairs in group scmngs
increasing specialized training resources that have “face validity” by act-
ing more in a collaborative than an instrucuvnal mode, and adapting
industrial materials to the culturéof chairs. Finally, Shtogren called for
organizational support for chairs. Th\basnc premise is that the chair and >

‘faculty nced appropriate incentives if lrm\n‘mg is to be productive (p. 193).

Regional Approaches 1o Administrative be%elopmenl. Buhl worked for

two years with 38 chairs from northern Ohio universitics. Deans nomi-
nated teams of chairs to learn how to carry out\needed internal projects
through inhouse consultative help plus participation in 15 workshops. This
program put into practice Shtogren’s stiggestions for \nnnully and work
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with deans. The program was rcason‘vblv successful in getting useful work
done. Twenty-five percent of the peﬁllupants initiated and complcled a
project that ‘was useful both to the participant and to his or her campus
(Buhl and Lane 1979, p. 3). The program producad desired results if the
dean actively supported the idea of administrative training, let the chair
know that training was important, and maintained frequent contact with
the chair, Five deans felt that the chair's role had been clarified with the
development of an appropriate administrative style. Three deans reported

“improvements in departmental. communication and/or more effective
_teamwork betiwveen the ¢hair and colleagues outside the department. The

investment was about $3,000 per chair. The focus of the Buhl project was-
on social and human skills rather than on technical skills. A majority of
the chairs{iked the diversity of the program; a minority preferred workmg
with chairs from similar institutions (p. 5).

Regional programs of this type were intended to lead to institutiopal
programs, but these were not established. Nor did the WICHE program
lead to persistent institutional programs. It may be that the most effective
way to spur administrative development for chairs is to provide a variety

" of externglly based programs or incentives for establishing internal pro-

O

grams. Just as faculty development programs were initiated in some ip-
stitutions with external funding on a progressively declining basis,
comparable funding may be required to establish administrative devel-
opment programs. s

Consultants as Initiators of Change in Departments. One approach is to
provide internal and external assistance to chairs to help departments
deal with important issues that may have been hidden in the past. A chair

may know that a issue should be addressed, yet be unable, alone, to get
a department to face the issue. Internal and externa) programs have been
created to initiate factually based discussions on issues, initially with the
help of a consultant. Ronald Boyer and Anthony Grasha (1978) worked as
internal consultants at the' University of Cincinnati to identify hidden
problems in departments and to learn how a department can deal with
them. A$ consultants, they agreed to obtain full information on the func-
tioning of the departments as scen by faculty and students. Faculty had
to agree 1o spend time assessing the meaning of the data Boyer and Grasha
assembled. )

The 'basic idea has been adopted by at Itast one state system. The
headquarters of the California State University and College System, under
the direction of Dorothy P. Miller, associate dean of faculty and staff affairs,
has provided consultative assistance on request to deartmen’ts Their
policy has been to insist that there be at least one person in the department
who will legitimate and support the effort. This type of intervention could
use a variety of data-gathering instruments including those by Dressel,
Johnson, and Marcus (1970) and Miller and Whitcomb (1978). Institutional
and external assistance is helpful when there is a crisis that cannot be
identified or dealt with internally.
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Strengthening ‘Institutional Management . “

A chair and department may be in a position to make sngmf:cant changes
in the curricutum, for example, without a major change in the institution..
But on management issues, the key factor may be institutional change. If
chairs raise their aspirations for change without corresponding changes
in the institution, frustration may be the result (Nordvall 1979). One res-
olution to this dilernma is to use development strategies throughout the
organization. This approach has been recommended by the Higher Edu-
cation Management Instityte (HEMI). It was founded in 1976 under a grant
from the Exxon Education Foundation to design an institutionwide or-
ganizational development plan for higher education. It has adapted the
organizational effectiveness modef of Rensis Likert to higher éducation.
The mogdel is comprehensive and includes the assessment of management
tasks, processes, activities, and skills. It provides for chairs to work on
their own to improve communicatior and time planning..Success depends
on commitment of the president to back the program and to require ev-
ceryone to participate. In the first phase, HEMI consultants work with the
institution. As the campus gains familiarity with the program, it can direct -
the program on its own. An institution may choose to work w1th HEMI
and still organize programs for chairs. :
Designing a Program .

The literature suggests that program decisions should take into account-
the accessibility of chairs and the depth of program intervention in the

tlife of the chair. Some interventions can be made with little conflict (dis-
_tributing books, monographs, or rules). Somewhat more conflict is ex-

pected as one moves from this mode to options for peer learning through
information exchange either on or off campus or though an academic, .
discipline. The program that appears to have the greatest payoff with the
smallest relative investment is a bricf orientation program for chairs where
they meet with experienced ‘chairs to discuss key issues such as personnel
assessment. ¢

It is possible, ofeoursc for an institution to go beyond these standard
options by devcloping an individualized and flexible approach to the so-
cialization and education of chairs.* This could be done through discus-
sions between the chair and administration or by permitting the chair
alone, or with colleagues, to work with professionals who have special
skill in personal and organizational development. These programs will
take longer than others and the outcomes may be more intangible. They
mayv cvoke gréater pressures for institutional change. At the end of the
continuum of options is organizational development for the entirc insti-
tution.

In planning, certain desirable features for the program should be con-
sidered. These suggestions for administrators were made by Robert C..

*One way to recognize excellence in administration would be to nominate a chair
for the American Council on Education’s Administrative Fellowship Program.

~
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Nordvall. in a 1979 AAHE-ERIC/Higher Education Rescarch Report.”Es- “
sential requirements, to be considered are paraphrased below (p. 33): '
1. Is there a clear relationship between development activities and
daily work tasks? ' . o oo -
2. Does the program consider the needs of the department, chair, and
dean? Does it permit a scarch for the most appropriate style of ad-
ministrative behavior without assuming that any one style is neces- -
sarily correct? k * .
3. Does it permit chairs to have a sense of ownership of the program,
and does it_provide incentives to participate in it? Are there also in-
centives for others to work with chairs when the program ends?
‘4. Docs, the prograim attend to personal and carcer concerns as well
as job skills? : .
5. Does the program have modest initial expectations? If it does not,
evervone may be disappointed. :

s When chairs have some of these options for development the process of
evaluation'can be meaningful.- . .

Evaluation of Chairs .

Perceptual distortion if evaluation criteria are ambiguous. Without re-
alistic priorities and goals, chairs have vague criteria to use in assessing
their achievements. Under these conditions it is natural for chairs to focus
on the activity in which they were mos\ successful. This tendency is re-
ported by Ann Bragg in her study at Pennsylvania State University. When
asked to make an assessment of personal achievement no chair termed
his or ler performance to be unacceptable, although ‘chairs could rank
each other’s performance and agree as to who was superior (Bragg 1980,
p- 109). This situation appcars to be common. There seems to be a natural
tendency for people to overrate their achievement at work. Even though
there may be consensus externally, ‘an individual may be unaware of the.
judgment of peers. ” ' o )

The Pennsylvania State study provides information that is relevant to
these issues. Chairs report that although they receive an annual evaluation
of their work it appears to give them little satisfaction in terms of a valid
and in-depth evaluation. Left on their own, Bragg reports that 70 percent
of chairs felt that they had improved the instructional programs in their
departments, especially at the undergraduate level. Chairs saw instruc-

. tional and program development as an casier task than faculty develop-
ment. It was considered more difficult to affect the productivity of faculty
~or reduce conflict, restore order, or improve morale. )

Role clarification when chairs are elected or appointed. When contracts
specily the term of the chair, recall before the term ends can be initiated
il a specified number of faculty, often two-thirds, call for the recall. I
unionized institutions it is common for the department to recommend a

<
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singlc'candidale- with the provision that jéthe administration rejects the
candidate for cause, the faculty will present a new candidate for chair.
Frequently the term of the chair is limited by contract so that a chair may
serve two three-year terms or two five-year terms. Faculty coniracts may
limit the authority6f administration to review the performance of chairs.
Collective bargaining miay also change the relationship between chair and
dean so that they cannot work together administratively (Ehrle and Earley
4976). Thus the following review of evaluation policies needs to be un-
derstood iri the context of constraints that affect different institutions and
state systems in diverse ways. : . T oL
Institutions differ, of course, in the methods$ they use to evaluate chairs.
There is little written on this subject that is conceptual and that may
provide guidelines for policy makers. Brief mention will bé made of three
systems of evaluation at this point; additiongl information appecars in
Appendix 1. The following section concentrates on conceptual differences
and special features that may be of value to different types.of institutions.

Administrative-management model. The dean may be able to make the
reappointment or reclection of the chair an occasion for having the chair's
performance reviewed by the chair,’administration, students, and related
departments. This may be the time to have chairs define their own criteria
for a good chair and to rate themselves on these critéria. The key concept
can be the open confrontation of different interest groups and individuals

" to assess with the chair past performance and to measure the chair’s likely.
performance in terms of the perceived needs of the department. This ap-
proach, which was developed by Elwood Ehrle (1975) while academic vice
president of Mankato State College, is gonsistent with the norms of the
administrative model that was discussed in the first chapter. It also builds
on principles of organizational development. ) . :
A second method to evaluate th® chair at the time of réappointment

~ that issmore in keeping with collegial norms involves the dean meeting
with all faculty personally in their offices to get individual reactions to
the ¢hair and the department. A detailed report by J. Osborn Fuller (1967) *
of evaluating chairs through in-depth probing of faculty experienee ap- .
pears in Appendix L. This strategy has the value of giving the dean a
perception of how the department operates that is broader than could be
attained through previous contacts with thee departmental chair.

”

Institutional options for evaluation. There are several choices available
to institutions with regard to the evaluation of chairs. Somic institutions
may sclect a thoughtful-and courteous approach. to objective evaluation
that does not take much time for faculty members tocomplete but provides «
information on a variety of dimensions of the chair’s role. The evaluation
may be internally or externally developed. ‘ e

The self-made evaluation approach is exemplified by a-questionnaire
that has been used by the College of Arts and Science of the University of
Missouri, Kansas City (Chair Evaluation Questionnaire 1979). The college
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asks facully to complete a rating form ecommenting on 11 facets of de-
. partmental administration. The evaluation questionnaire is largely ob-

jecetive although it asks for voluntary addyional comments, including a

- request for.a large-seale review of the dgpartment. The questionnaire, in
its format and content, acknowledgegfthe complexity of the work of the
chair and is organized so that facyg#{v are unlikely to answer it mechan-
ically. This is shown by the wopding of the introduetion to the question-
naire: :

Because there are so many facets 1o the position of Chair, it will be very _

helpful if you will evalunte hinvher in terms of the many aspects of the *

job. It may also be iustructive for the faculty 1o realize how much is

involved in the successful performance of a Chair. Please feel free.to re-

spond 1o only those questions which vou believe applicable (Chair Eval-
" uation Questionnaire 1979).

This introduction fo the questionnaire is followed by questions about
the work of the chair. Faculty use a 10-point scale to report on leadership
in the dlsmplme work done or needed to strengthen instruction and orient
new laculty, the aduquauv of comniunication within and outside the de-
partment, and the fairness of the chair. The questions on fairness include
whether the chair has been fair with regard to tenure decisions, salary
inereases, tc’uhmg load, and class schedules. There are also symmary
questions about administrative style, office m management, and the overall
performance of the chair (rated on a 5-point scale). The questionnaire ends

fer cnee With the dean if they wish. : w /
An institution may also wish to review three objectiv systemg.t0 G ceval-
uate chairs. The first is an administrator evaluation survu/(AES) devel-
oped by Dennis D. Hengstler and associates (Hengstler et hl 1981) using
a questionnaire administered to about 200 faculty in six dearlanls in
a large midwestern university. The study compared faculty pereeptions
of the chair’s overall effectiveness on a diverse set of characteristics: lead-
. ership in the promotion and tenure processes, anouragc}ncnt of profes-
sional growth of faculty, and facilitation of balance among academic
specializations (p. 260). This rescarch may be particularly useful because
it permits the administration or the chair to relate the pereeived perfor-
mance of the chair with faculty satisfaction regarding the department’s
academic environment, governance and operating.procedurgs, and sat-
o isfaction with student.quality (pp. 263-64). . K
A similar but older evaluation system, DECAD (formerly termed DECA),
+ was designed by Donald P. Hoyt. He originally designed a system to cval-
uate faculty teaching that permitted the faculty to rank order their in-f
structional goals and then note student perception of whether their teaching”
was clfeetive in achivving these goals. The idea was to involve facully 15
an evaluation system that was dcvclopmcnl'\l as well as judgmental, ;
This same principle was applied to the design of judgmental and 'dc-
" EN :
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velopmental evaluation systems for chairs. Hoyt and Spangler (1979) iden-
tified 15 activities that clyster into three basic functions that correlatéd
with faculty definitions of the overall effectivenesgof the chair: (1) personnel
management, (2) departmental planning and development, and (3) building
the department’s reputation (p. 10). The reliability and validity of the
DECAD questionnaire was established by analyzing the responses of 103
chairs from four large universities offering doctoral work.

A telephone poll of DECAD users revealed some strengths and weak-
nesses of the system. One chair reported that DECAD had.helped him
interpret a source of conflict in the department. Another said that DECAD

had bden helpful in learnig whether he was moving the department along:’

too fast or too'slowly. The system, however, provides much more feedback
than most chairs can interpret on their own. It fakes on moré mearting if

there is someone, other than the dean, with whom faculty can talk in

confidence. Like any evaluation system, it loses its charm if used too often.
Chairs said they would use it only once in two or three years so that faculty

would not feel overburdened by stich asséssment.
. . . . (]
Deans use DECAD to acquire information on faculty perceptions of the

performance of chairs. Although they *have other sources of information,

a svstem such as DECAD provides evaluaiive data as well as information

on what makes a chair effective. It indicates faculty perceptions of the
extent to which & chair uses democratic practices, initiates activities,
provides leadership, and is personally sensitive. The factors that make a
chair effective are more likely to be similar to those that make a dean
effective, particularly in a liberal arts college (Booth 1978b, pp. 76-79).

Another evaluation system was developed by Stone (1977). Four com-
munity colleges agked division heads in humanities divisions to describe
their best and worst division head. With this information an cvaluation
instrument was developed showing how well the division head works with
people (p. 122) and manages (p. 124). It also describes his or her profes-
sional qualities (p. 129)! This work could be extended to develop compa-
rable evaluation instruments for chairs in other divisions, The face validity
of the evaluation instrument should be increased since it has been pro-
duced using faculty judgments of quality. T

Strengths and weaknesses of evaluation. A principal strength of evaluation
for chairs is the assurance this provides against the continued service of
chairs who are incompetent and/or authoritarian. Clearly a department
suffers if it is poorly administered. With program termination a possibility
(Melchiori 1982), faculty have a clear interest in dynamic and informed
leadership. .

The less cbvious importance of evaluation is the damage that comes
to an individual when there is a poor fit betwedén the chair and the de-

partment. An inability to manage can increase tension for the department

" and the chair and ¢an make it less likelv that the chair can continue with

scholarship. Corrupt alliances can be made in which a caretaker chair
serves to balance the tension between two competing elements in a de-
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partment. Thys van be damaging to the chair, especially il the chair is
voung, is not a tull professor. and lacks the potential for carcer effective-
ness. Many departments have provisions for the removal ol the chair if
two-thirds of faculty request it. The dilemma facing many institutions is
that performance mav be marginal but not suftficiently unbearable so that
taculty will press for the removal of the chair.

The basic weakness of evaluation is that it goes contrary to the culture

of protessionals. ldeally, professionals are geared to peer evaluation in
which private discussions are sufficient to initiate remedial action where
necessary. The primary problem is that the evaluation process produces
tension especially i periodic evaluation is not,linked with development
‘throughout the vear (Mever, Kav, and French f965). Even in community
colleges where management-by-objectives dvstems of evaluation have been
established for some time, division heads are calling for more autonomy
and an evaluation svstem that is more professional (Thomas 1978). ~
. .
Reward - .
The primar source ol satisfaction lor chairs must come from nonmonetary
rewards since their financial stipend is usuallv modest. The decision to
continue as a chair depends primarily on the balance that exists between
the satisfactions from working as a chair and the satislactions from work-
ing as a taculty member. (The detailed chain of causation affecting sat-
isfaction and commitment is reported by McLaughlin and Montgomery
1976, pp. 89-98). . . '

The same data that were used to identily the duties of chairs were
analvzed using path analysis to establish the conditions that lead to sat-
istaction among chairs (McLaughlin and Montgomery 1976, p. 93). Three

models are required to depict the major sources of satisfaction for chairs:

in comprehensive state universities (pp. 85-95, 97). The primary model is
an acadentic one, that emphasizes the opportunity to pursue a discipline
or profession. Less experienced chairs in large, nondoctorate-granting de-
partments were the least satisfied in this typology (p. 84). The next most
powerful model, an achieverent model, emphasizes ego and social motives
for achievement. The least satislied chairs in this medel are assistant or
associate prolessors in large departments in colleges of arts and science.
In contrast with other chairs, this group spends much less time on de-
velopmentactivities than on internal control duties, budgeting, and record
keeping. As they spend more time on administrative duties, satisfaction
with their work as a chair declines. Chairs who were moderately satisfied
were placed ina tvpology termed atttononiy, where the primary sources
of satislaction are planning and faculty development and support. Major
sources of dissatisfaction in this. tvpolagy are budget contrql and record
keeping (pp. 86--87).

In analvzing the meaning of these {indings for policy, McLaughlin and
Montgomery note that there have been many stiggestions to provide more
support for chairs in the form of administrative assistants to take respon-
sibility for control functigns and lor budgeting. If 1.his were done the
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Jukewarm. The authar’s experience confirms this view. The key issuc ap-

remained a faculty member.

- the office. Zorn's study suggests several policy considerations: .

»

department would be more clficient, vet chairs would lose control (}Vcr
affairs that they and their faculty now believe to be essential. The emphasis
on control may come from external ‘pressuries lor accountability. When
chairs and departments resist this control, further centralization of au-
thority is likelv. This chain of reaction is bound to create more, rather
than less, role conflict (p. 87). ' _

Previpus discussions in this section have reviewed options for admin-
istrative development for chairs that should make chairs more comfortable
and administratively more cffective. McLaughlin and Montgomery sug-
gest (pp. 87-88) that the response of chairs to these offers is likely to be

pears to be a perceived feeling by chairs that the position js of little
itnportance to faculty. Chairsalso feel that their work has little value to
administration. Unless there is a way to recognize superior effort and
success, svmbolically or through a salary increase or promotion, it scems
unlikely that the average chair will make a significant career commitment .
to administrative work. For those who lind the work filled with strain
trom the start and show little administrative ability, the greatest reward
mav be an opportunity to step down gracefully. On the other hand, those
who show superior promise in administration should be recognized and
encouraged to deepen their skills.”

Career decisions after the term ends. Early carcer aspirations continue to
atfect the carcer interests ol chairs when their terms end. Their primary
congern is loss of disciplinary or proles sional competence. Campuses such
as Queens University in Kingston, Ontario, take this into account when
the chair is appointed. As part of their compensation, a sabbatical or an
appropriate opportunity to recoup lost professional productivity is offered
upon leaving the post. This administrative sabbatical does not foreclose
academic sabbaticals that the chair would have carned if he ors\hc had

Jen Zorn (1978) has written the only known interview report ofthow
the transition to faculty status affects different types of chairs. Reactions
continue to be influenced by the person’s initial motivation for accepting

e A ceremony thanking the outgoing chair can be-good for the chair
and the department. :
e The transition may be made easier by gradually restricting the time
that the chair allots to-administrative work with a gradual increase
in rescarch cffort. ' .
@ Asabbatical or administrative lcave is valuable, and the chair should |
leave the campus if possible. The departiment or institution may be in;
a position o assist with research funding.

sah individualized needs assessment questionnaire with detailed information on
the training needs of chairs has been developed by Alan T: Scagren (1978):

)
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e A salary adjustnient downwards may be ~rcquircd. However, this-
adjustment should be tapered off within a fairly short period.

The importance of providing additional financial incentives and staff
support tor chairs has been emphasized throughout this section. Emphasis
on psychological and Pclsondl matters, whth are more subtle but never-
theless important, has been slight because of the lack of information on
this arca.

Conclusion .
This section has suggcslud a \d[‘lL‘lV of developmental straleglcs for chairs.
A key question is whether these are to be implemented umlaterally, taking
the administrative- management model as a guide for action, or to be
introduced with the advice and consent of chairs. Experience suggests that
. lasting effects are'more likely if the experience and concerns of chairs are
taken into account. This may mean moving slower, but it is likely that
program activities will be more successful in the end.

Evaluation is an activity that chairs shun even more than faculty do. -
If an institution has a culture that asserts academic norms of governance,
it is likelv that evaluation procedures that permit a give and take between
the dean-and chair will be most successful. If the rewards. that chairs
cherish are taken into consideration, as suggested in the previous section,
programs should be more successful. The likelihood that chairs will re-
main productive when they step down should also be enhanced. -
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Concluslons and Pohcy Implications

Conclusxoqs
The four major findings of this Research Report are thc following:

Role conflict may be reduced substantially by improving institu-
[l()l’]dl management.

2. Education, training, and ddmlmslmnvc clcvclopmenl is a centlal
need of chairs (and deans) and their key ¢ who direct
undergraduate and graduate programs. Much can be achieved by listening
to chairs and.responding, wheve possible, to their legitimate qucnus Chairs
often can teach one another.

Even if development programs for chairs h'wc only modest success, it
is likely that they will give chairs a perspective on administration that
will serve them well when they return to faculty ranks. Having a better
understanding of the institution as a whole, and the constraints under
which it works, former chairs have a perspective that allows them to m;uct
realism into departmental discussions.

3. Making the chair’s role meaningful requires taking into account
career orientations and disciplines. This may require changes in recruit-
ment and scleetion policies to match the chair to the rolé. The socialization
of chairs appears to require added attention as avell. - :

4. New resources niay be 1cqunul to make the role of the chair man-
ageable.

Study Limitations
Thc flndmg_,s ofl}us RCSLJI‘Lh RLpUl { may or may not 'lppl\ toan mleldual

spondul Lonscnmnvelv to dltcmpls to lmpost, on lhcm new p’\llcrns of”

dlmdu ship or administrative development programs. Thus, policy conclu-

sions should be reviewed carefully to judge their practicality in terms of

one’s own campus, its traditions, and resources. Much evidence in this

report comes {rom ¢omprehensive public state universities where issues

may differ from those in private or regionally supported institutions. Also,

with a few notable exceptions, the data from studies are cross-sectional,

showing a situation was at a particular time. There are no known longi- -
tudinal studics, with the exception of those by Bragg (1980) and Dressel,

Johnson, and Marcus (1970), that give the reader a view of how depart-

ments (.Ahdl’lg(.‘ No known study permits the reader to anticipate how a

department’s history will affect the chair or how succession after a.dy-

namic or lethargic chair will affect faculty expectations.

Perhaps the major limitation of this Rescarch Report is'the emphasis
on role conflict without taking into account occasions when chairs and
faculty and administration work together cooperatively. There is no as-
sumption that there is perpetual conflict between faculty or administra- -
tion although the evidence suggests that such conflicts are common.

Policy Implications
Diverse academic disciplines and specialties that vie for dominance in a
department are one source of role conflict for chairs. Another source is
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the complexity of the deparument itsell. A single administrativesunit is
responsible for the management and development of scholarship, under-
graduate teaching, personnel, and financial and office management with-
out institutional authority or separate budgets to carry on these activities
(Millet 1968; Dressel, Johuson, and Marcus 1970). As noted in the first
chapter, faculty give research and scholarship the highest priority and
view administration as secondary, at least in the more selective institu-
tions. This acadeniic model leads to policies that make the career of the
chair conditional on facuity acceptance. Although chairs spend at least
half their time in academic administration, they often are sclected for

3 their academic competence. Thus, there are’ multiple sources of role strain.

One continuing source of instability is the discrepancy between the
added tasks that departments are asked to perform and the resources
provided to carry them out. The Smelser and Content case history (1980)
described one example of the overload that departments must assume in
recruiting faculty so that applicants receive a fair hearing and affirmative
action laws are obeyed. The work of the chair can be simplified if insti- ..
tutional management is improved by giving more adequate resources to
cover new missions. ' :

. ‘It is natural for chairs to look to administration or state systems for
help on the assumption That the Ttesourees they swork with_need. to be
commiensurate with their assigned tasks. Better management of institu- 7
tions can reduce the scope of departments’ responsibilities to those in
which their faculty excel, such as teaching or research. Student-counscling, .

“for cxample, is oné area where better integration of academic and student
services may reduce the chair’s overload and also improve the counscling )
for stucdents. Student and academic functions have been integrated at the
University of Southern California by placing assistant deans for student
altairs in academic units (Appleton, Moore, and Vinton 1978).

"However, these structural changes are beyond the control of chairs. A
more realistic short-term focus is to ask how the administration of de-
partments ¢an be adapted to changing conditions without giving up cs- |
sential academic freedoms. L
Assumptions regarding the proper term for the chair and the utility I
of education or training need to be reexamined. Dressel (1981, p. 159) -
suggests that the rare person who is an able administrator should be given-
a mandate to continue as long as he or she can. The study by Pfeffer and |

~ Moore (1980) shows that the formal term of chairs is not-a useful predictor

of their actual term. Instead, the discipline of the department influences
- the length of the chair's term.

The competition for resources, which adversely affects many of the
. humanities and social science disciplines, is likely to affect both the tenure
of the chair and the temper of a department’s life. In the social sciences

and humanities, where there is keen competition as to what should be - .
studied and how and where interdependence among faculty is minimal,
‘conflict within departments is to be expected. Yet, these are the very
departments that are most suspicious of chairs and administrators. More-
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over, these are the departinents in which chairs are least likely to draw
job satisfaction from their work. The paradox, then, is that although most
chairs seem to need some type of orientation to their work, those in the
social sciences and the humanities have the greatest need but the least
interest (Adkinson 1975). The model of policy making and assistance for
chairs developed by the Association of Departments of English and the
Association of Foreign Languages may be one that can be adapted to the

" needs of the social sciences and some of the humanities so that critical

issues can, be raised and discussed within the disciplines themselves.
Earlier, this report discussed a variety of approaches to the adminis-
trative development and evaluation of chairs. The developmental options
range from brief meetings of experienced and new chairs, to extensive
“training” for technical and leadership skills, to developmental work for
chairs and other administrators. Some chairs may welcome-participation
in off-campus seminars as a way to get the “inside dope” on how admin-
istration treats sintilar departments or how the conflict betiveen the social

- sciences and the humanities and the prolessions is handled in other in-

stitutions. Attention to the administrative needs of chairs may not have
an immediate pavoff in changed behavior, but it does give chairs a new
sense that they are recognized as important to the institution and that

“others Have similar problems. This, in itself, is a significant outcome.

The major audience lomadministrative development will continue to

be depariments imThe-scichees-aad-the professions where consensus on

O
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the-goals and methods of academic work provides a setting conducive 16
the exercise of leadership by the chair. ‘

Research on functionally related academic departments begun by Big-
lan (1973) and continued by others (Creswell, Scagren, and Henry 1980)
may provide some guidelines on h‘ow?{b maintain diversity in the admin-
istration of departments. Rescarch may also give direction to adminis-
trative development since it suggests the powerof the discipline to determine
the goals, duties, and satisfactions of chairs in similar departments. Ann
Bragg’s typologies of role orientations should also be uscful (1980).

The most significant finding of this study may be that there is a lack
of role models for chairs beyond their early experience in graduate school
or their contacts with faculty or administrators. Unless chairs have a
personal sense of how their term as chair is cognected with their later
academic or administrative carders, the research evidence suggests that
these chairs function on a day-to-day basis trying to “stay alive.” They do
not know how to retain their professional identities and still do what is™
expected of them. .

Controversy continues concerning how deep programs for chairs should
go. Experience suggests that the chair is limited by the fact that he or she
usually returns to faculty status in the department when his or her term
as chair ends. If programs are to get to the root of basic departmental
issues, they need a commitment by the institution or-a'state ageney to
invest in extensive consultative work with the department that will lead
to the consideration of major changes in departmental governance.
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Appendlx I

A Report on the Reappointment Process as a Means
To Help Chairs and Departments

The power of a dean to use the reappointment process to learn more about
a department and to protect the dcpartmcnt and the chair is illustrated
by a dc_tailcd unpublished.report by J. Osborn Fuller (1967) when he was
the dean of arts and sciences at Ohio State University. Fuller conducted
confidential conferences with each department member near the end of a
chair’s term to gain an impression of the department and to learn how
cach faculty member viewed the work of the chaif. He interviewed faculty
in their office rather than in his. Fuller told faculty ;that he wanted to
know the strengths and weaknesses in the administration of the depart-
ment and how well the faculty. member was realizing his or her carcer
expectations. After that he said very little but listened. Fuller reports how
personal interviews with faculty were organized and how they gave him
new insight into the chair and the department:

[ learned a 1()1 about the departinent and the individuals in it. Most of
my previous background [on the departinent] had been filtered through
the chairman's eves. I learmed intimately what some of the basic problents
were that the chainman faced, and [ understood the total person much
“better, Just secing his personality through the variety of personalities in
the departinent pave me insights about him that I had not had previously.
This would have warranted the effort put into these interviews, because
1 believe one of the very important roles of a Dean is to learn to undesstand
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i ohairs thoronghby——After- collecting notes on all conferences, I took

a dav to analvze them and decide what [ should say to the chairman.
Thew [ called him. We had a session which might last anywhere from
two houirs to o days. Sometimes itwas spread over twoweeks, as together
we tried to understand the problems and explore possible solutions. Some
chainnen were quite upset as a result of the first conference, and it might
take them several davs to make adjustments aind be willing to accept the
Jfact that others had arrived at conclusions about their actions quite dif-
ie;enl from their own. To me this is another of the major contributions
of this system. [t helps the chainnan continue to grow. When a chairman
tirst lakes the job he knows he has had considerable support. Over the
“vears he had to make a series of decisions. Many have been adverse to
different members of his department. Because of the tnfortunate humian
churacteristics of expressing our complaints mmore freely than our praises,
the chairman, after a few years, doesn’t know where he stauds for sure.
This uncertainty is aggravated by the fact that by accepting a “boss”

relationship to his colleagues, he automatically is no longer one of the
bovs. He knows that many things are not said to hine because of his
position. He knows that many less than candid things are said to him
because of his position (pp. 11—12, slightly paraphrased).

If the review results in a vote of conlidence the chair's morale-is lifted
3 - . : . . ry . .
and he or she usually continues. A limited Vote of conlidence leads to.a
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search for corrective devices. Failure to'deal with a problem or lack of
understanding of a situation is no sign of weakness. Faculty dissatisfaction
may reflect a mismatch between the chair and the requirements of the
position. It need not reflect on the chair as a person.

- Ifthere is a vote of no confidence the problcm is different. Fullcr states:

A no confidence vote is never a complete shock to a man. He realizes that
trouble has beert brewing and the thought has crossed his mind several
tinmes that he really doesn’t like the job. He hasthought aboui the happy

days when hewas just doing teaching and research. Of course, if the.cards.

weren't stacked against him, he could do the job. If the faculty would only
understand; if certain fractious members weren't in the department; if the
Dean would only back him; if there were just more money; if the institution
only had a better reputation, and so on. There is no question but that
some chairmen are-good leaders under some conditions and not under
others. There should be no criticism of a failure to fit the needs of a
department as its leader at any one time (p. 13).
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Appendix IT

Selected Films, Simulations, and Case Studies

Films
Trigger Films on College Administration
Series-C-1 (1977), Series C-2 (1980)
1émm sound, color {ilms. A. Linc Fisch, project director
For sale by Association of American Colleges, 1818 R Street NW, Wash-
ington, DC 20009..
For rent by Office of Instructional Rcsounes University of Kentucl\y,
Lexington, KY 40506 '
Additional films available flom Dand B Whitcomb, director,, Faculty
Development Institute; California State University, Long Beach, CA 95521
Academi¢ Department Head Game )
A computer-based mapagement game to show how chairs make dLClslonS
) over a five-yvear period. Authors are Paul E. Torgersen and Robert E. -
"—— " Taylor. Forinformation write to Paul E. Torgersen, dean, College of En-
gineering, Virginia.Polytechnic Institute and State University, Blacksburg,
VA 24061

Case Studies .
A study on grievance resolution is available from Academic Collective

Bmgdmmg Information Service, Box 17230, Dulles International Airport,
VA 20041

artrient chairs are available from John Bennett, American Council on
Eduxation, One Dupont Circle, Washington, DC 20036

Selected Cases in Administration (8-377-190), Intercollegiate Bibliog-
raphy, igavailable from Intercollegiate Case Clcarlng Housc Soldiers Field
Post Oft:l\\(.‘ Boston, MA 02163

\Sucral case studies (Bcnn(.ll and (necn 1982) recently written for
d

Slmulatlon\\ ) .
“Running an Academlc Department’ has been produced by David Warren

‘ Piper, Ron Glatter, and Allan Schofield of the University Teaching Meth- |
ods Unit in Engl‘mcl It permits participants to define load and faculty
mix (proportion of junior and senior stafl). Wnte to: UTMU, 55 Gordon*
Square, London WG1H ONT. .

¥

DECAD, ,
Information on the DEE\AD approach to evaluation and development for
chairs can be obtained fram Center for Faculty Evaluation and Develop-
ment in Higher Educa»_;gon}\x\sox 3000, Manhattan, KS 66502
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William V. Mayville
. Program Evaluation
Charles E. Feasley
3. Liberal Education in Transition
Clifton F. Conrad and Jean C. Wver
4. Adult Development: Impli¢ations for Higher Education
R ‘a Preszler Weathersby and Jill Matiuck Tarule
5. A Question of Quality: The Higher Education Ratings Game
Judith K. Lawrence and Kenneth C. Green
6. Accreditation: History, Process, and Problems
Fred R. Harcleroad ’
7. Politics of Higher Education
Edward R. Hines and Leif S. Hartinark
8. Student Retention Strategics
Oscar T. ‘[;wming, Ken Sauer, and Philip E. Beal )
9. The Financing of Public Higher Education: Low Tuition, Student Aid,
and the Federal Government ) \
Jacob Stampen

[§%]

Q . >

10. University Reform: An Intunatlonal Review \
Philip G. Allbaclz . by
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Board of Réaders

The following individuals critiqued and provided, suggestions on manu-
scripts in the 1982 AAHE-ERIC/Higher Education Rescarch Report series:

Vinod Chachra, Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University
Randall Dahl, Kentucky Council on Higher Education
Kenneth Eble, University of Utah

Nathaniel Gage, $tanford University

Lyman Glenny, University of California at Berkeley
Harold Hodgkinson, National Training Laboratories
‘Arthur Levine, Bradford College

Michacel Marien, Future Study

James Mingle, Southern chional Education Board
Wilbert McKeachie, University of Michigan

Kenneth Mortimer, Pennsylvania State University
Marvin Peterson, University of Michigan

Robert Scott, Indiana Commission for Higher Education
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